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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
CONSTRUCTION OF MEANING IN PINTER’S DRAMA: A LITERATURE 
REVIEW, ITS SURVEY AND DEVELOPMENT –I ) 
       It is a well known fact that theatrical communication begins and ends with the 
audience. Therefore the dramatic communication system involves a different pattern 
than the narrative communication system, in order to create a meaningful experience. 
In drama, while the sections concerning characters, plot and time and space follow the 
same pattern as that of a narrative, the major difference between the two genres lies in 
the ‘showing’, which is the basic mode of dramatic form; rather than relating the 
events, which is an essential mode of narrative system. This means, that in a dramatic 
pattern, there has been an absence of the narrative instances, which are substituted for, 
by the creation of an internal and external communication system, by the author. 
       Throughout the history of dramatic constructions, we have witnessed playwrights 
crafting alternate methods and techniques in order to overcome this absence of 
narrative instances. This has been affected by resorting to the use of chorus (as in 
Greek tragedy), or asides and soliloquies in the Elizabethan drama, or by the 
Brechtian epic narrator or the placard bearer, and the extended secondary text of 
dramatic instructions in modern drama. 
       Another major difference between the communication system of the two genres 
lies in that, while the prose narrative is the work of a single omnipotent author, drama 
involves a collective effort in both its production and reception. A dramatic text which 
is written for performance, consists in a sending forth its meaning through a joint 
effort of many people; which include the author, the director, the setting constructor, 
the technicians, the composers and the actors. Also, the message received at one time, 
is done so by the collective audience in varied numbers, which allows for an 
immediate two way communication system (with reciprocation in the form of 
appreciative applause or whistles or by booing). The multi-modality of a theatrical 
performance differentiates its communication process from that of a prose narrative, 
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in that it allows various other aspects and codes that are specific to a performance. 
These codes constitute an underlying system which becomes essential to aid a play’s 
analysis. 
       For the purpose of literary study and analysis, it becomes absolutely imperative 
that we understand the distinction, between theatre and drama. According to Keir 
Elam, a theatre refers to “the production and communication of meaning in the 
performance itself and with the systems underlying it [while the drama is] that mode 
of fiction designed for presentation and constructed according to a particular 
[dramatic] convention.” (2, Keir Elam). The relationship of the two is that of a double 
dynamics, since the performance stems from the text, while in its very act, it adds 
something to the text and supplements it in the sense of filling a void, which doesn’t 
become apparent till the performance itself. 
       Tadensz Kowzan, a Pole Semiotician, demarcated a poly system of thirteen signs 
and codes of theatrical performance; eight out of which are associated with the 
performer (actor) and the rest with the stage (outside the actor)  
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These non verbal categories are an essential element of theatre which are used to 
focus the audience’s attention to specific characters or elements of set, or to the 
relationship between the characters.  
       A dramatic presentation derives its emotional power from the co-presence of 
actors and the constructed sets with their props, light and sound effect, and from its 
iconicity; where everything presented on the stage is similar to or a sign of something 
else. Marvin Carlson has pointed out that the degree of the iconicity on which theatre 
relies, varies according to its historical categorization. For example, in the realistic 
drama, there has always been an effort to affect an exact resemblance to the real world 
outside the stage, while in the absurd or the surrealistic drama the iconicity is more of 
a symbolic nature. Yet both the forms derive an equally strong emotional power from 
the presence of these theatrical signs, whether in the form of actors (word, tone, 
mime, gesture, movement, makeup, hairstyle and costume) or of stage paraphernalia 
(props, decor, music, lighting and sound effects).  
       The iconicity of these signs is strongly felt in Pinter’s drama too. For example in 
A Slight Ache the mere presence of the match seller as an iconic usurper, ( and one 
who remains silent throughout the play), aids in the intense dialogue build up, 
eliciting Edward’s hidden fears and laying bare his spiritual dryness as well as his 
physical sterility, while bringing to the fore Flora’s repressed and latent sexuality. The 
immediacy of theatrical representation is also marked by Pinter’s symbolic or iconic 
representation of Time Past in the figure of Anna in Old Times , and also in the 
characteristically ‘Pintereque’ figures of blind or nearly blind people in his early 
comedies of menace; ones which signify impotence and sterility as well as emotional 
and spiritual bankruptcy. Although Pinter denied consistently, of ever having 
consciously used any props or actors as symbols or concepts in his plays, Charles A 
Carpenter doubts this, remarking that perhaps, Pinter says so because he is playing 
underhand or perhaps ‘anti-symbolic’ games with us. Carpenter, in his very 
enlightening article ‘What Have You Seen the Scum or the Essence: Symbolic Fallout 
in Pinter’s The Birthday Party’ cites an example from Pinter’s The Birthday Party to 
make this point: 
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In Act II of Harold Pinter’s The Birthday Party Stanley Webber comes face to 
face with two men [...]. When he confronts [...] McCann, he finds the burly 
Irishman seated at a table carefully tearing a sheet of newspaper into five 
equal strips. During the muted sparring match that follows, Webber twice 
picks up a strip of paper and McCann menacingly tells him(using the same 
words both the times) ‘Mind that’. Mind it we must; symbolically or otherwise 
it’s got to have a point. (93) 
       Stage props in Pinter never simply-exist. The repeated pointers within the plays 
about their existence are enough to highlight the fact that Pinter’s disclaimer might be 
a deliberate debunker. His characters’, seemingly recurrent pointless behaviour with 
objects used in the plays, cannot be dismissed easily as meaningless. Carpenter 
illustrates this point by counting the number of occasions Mr. Boles enters the stage 
with the newspaper, and reads it, using it as a protective wall against his wife’s 
constant prattle. The daily paper also symbolizes a regular daily ritual that set the 
mood of ritualistic rhythm patterns of both, language usage as well as defining the 
institutional code of conduct in the play. In this detailed analysis, while close reading 
Pinter’s use of this technical devise, focus has been on the use of this particular prop 
in variously changing ways throughout the progress of the play, where the five torn 
strips of paper symbolize the five phased breaking down process of Stanley at the 
hands of the intruders, Pete Boles, broken down by his failure to save Stanley, seeks 
solace in picking up this daily escape device, but is deceived by this supposedly 
reliable ‘shutting-out-door’ as five torn sheets flutter on the floor denying him an 
escape. Similarly, in The Caretaker we come across a bucket hanging from the rain 
dripping ceiling, which has been analysed as a prop used to caricature Chinese water 
torture used in horrific third degree police interrogations. The most highlighted icon 
used by Pinter, has undoubtedly been the figurine of Buddha, which has been 
variously used in a subtle metaphorical sense, and which signifies Aston’s role in the 
past, as having been one of ‘a seer’. Later Mick’s action of breaking the statue may 
signify his desire thatsymbolizes the Davies affair as closed. 
       In the present analyses regarding the iconicity of props used by Pinter, the effort 
has been to show how (just like the meaning in his plays) every icon or prop operates 
on a multiple level, producing multiple effects at various instances of the plays. With 
an exercise of brilliant economy, Pinter has integrated icons, which are not just 
objects in the plays, but which become processes that acquire a varied significance 
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along with the linear movement of the plays. The audience watch the ‘non-striking’ 
become quite ‘obviously striking’, and the symbolic insinuations accumulate subtly 
through a metaphoric web of dialogue and movement.What appears as banal in the 
beginning becomes theatrically highlighted through Pinter’s dexterous crafting of his 
dramaturgy. He brings out such nuances from mundane objects, which enrich the 
dramatic patterns adding both pleasure and meaning to their dramatic experience. 
Thus one finds strewn within Pinter’s oeuvre a gamut of symbolically charged icons, 
actions and a language, which group together to form larger patterns of meaning and 
powerful messages. This has been sought, to be examined in detail within this thesis, 
in order to watch and establish these icons as evolving and impregnating the plays in a 
way, that they become reborn as extended metaphors that establish their poetic nature. 
       Being a genre in itself, the dramatic form follows its own conventions of analysis 
that are manifest in specific ways. Drama, by definition is an imitation of a certain 
action or a series of actions that are ordered in some manner. Yet despite being a 
mimesis of life, it differs from real life conventions where events occur in a 
continuous tangle of cause and effects, accidents and associations, without any 
specificity of a beginning or an end. In other words they are a continuity of ‘middle’ 
or the present. Yet, the action in a play has to be selective and structured by the 
playwright with obvious planning and plotting as he has to tell his story through 
performed action. Therefore all action (although presentational) is artificially 
structured. This is a perpetually abiding problem of all dramatists, as Pinter asserted 
once, that what concerned him most while writing a play, was its‘shape’ and 
‘structure’. Throughout the history of drama, various structural devices have been 
employed by the playwrights to work on audience’s understanding. These elements of 
stagecraft have been used in a number of ways with varied emphases, and in infinite 
sets of combinations. Dramatist Strindberg even went to the extent of listing a few 
necessary elements as hints and intimations (to the secrets): outburst of emotions or 
rage, a discovery or denouement, a punishment, a resolution (with or without 
reconciliation), a quid pro quo or retribution, a parallelism and a reversal or a turn 
with a disappointment, or a well planned surprise. 
       Information in drama is also conveyed through structures of space and time. The 
use of time in dramatic structures can be interesting, and fictional time can be handled 
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in a number of ways: in direct sequential progression or diffuse sequence, where the 
linear progression is punctuated by flashbacks or circular repetitions (Like in 
Beckett’s Play or Waiting for Godot and in Pinter’s Old Times). The performance 
time itself unfolds rhythmically in a juxtaposition of slow and fast scenes, producing a 
pacing effect or a tempo. Harold Pinter who had worked as all; an actor, a director and 
a playwright had a multiple advantage of having had worked from all angles of 
theatrical production. This made him an author with a fine tuned sensibility of 
controlling the tempo of his plays by writing and directing pauses and silences within 
his texts, to the best possible advantage, which added poetic rhythm and meaning as 
well as humour in his plays.  
        In drama, time can be viewed in a chronological progression of both change and 
static conditions. In postmodern drama, especially the plays of Beckett and most of 
Pinter’s too, the situations at the end of the plays do not differ much from that in the 
beginning. What changes perhaps, is the character’s insight and the audience 
perspective with the chronological provision of information as the play progresses. 
The progression of time in postmodern drama is thus more subjectively static or 
cyclic. In Pinter’s The Caretaker,one witnesses a change in perception of both the 
brothers Mick and Aston while the position of the tramp Davies (who has perhaps 
been used as a catalyst in bringing about the change in the brothers’ relationship) 
remains status quo. Also, in Old Times the change is minimal and perceptual while 
one witnesses the positioning of the characters in relation to their respective surfaces, 
being same as before, in relation to the progression of time, yet reversed in a mirror 
effect spatial terms. In Pinter’s drama what one sees, is mostly a subjective 
progression resulting in the reversal of dominant/ subservient binary relationships. 
This is through an extended presentation of time, stretched to an effect of slowing 
down the tempo with his use of pauses and silences. 
        It is a well known fact that dramatic texts, which are written for stage enactment 
are built upon dialogue. Yet there are segments of written verbal language in the texts 
that are not intended to be spoken on the stage. This is the secondary text of the 
written form of drama which consists in performance aids. Pfister identifies them as: 
“Title of the play, inscription, dedications and prefaces, the dramatis personae, 
announcements of acts and scenes, stage directions and identification of the 
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speakers.” (13, Pfister) The stage directions are important in indicating details of the 
performance, which include actor’s timing of entrance and exits, their gestures and 
movement and tone of address and also the paralinguistic elements. The stage 
directions in a particular context also refer to stage setting, lighting, the audio effects 
(music and off stage sounds). Pfister points out that, in this manner, the secondary text 
of drama offers a literary reception of the text, thereby blurring the difference between 
a narrative and a dramatic text, serving to make it autonomous, which makes it easier 
for a literary student to follow.(14, Pfister)  
        As far as the ‘shaping’ of his plays is concerned, Pinter’s drama is interspersed 
with various techniques within the text, in order to guide the reception perspective of 
the reader/audience. What has been his most innovative technique is the one, which 
the author has used in his plays for the creation of ambiguity, and that one sees as a 
kind of guidance for audience to exercise their reasoning faculty. By cutting away the 
traditional dramatic irony, Pinter replaces it with its reversal; an unverifiable 
befuddlement. This way the author invites the audience participation in the creation of 
meaning in his plays, and such a practice helps create as many interesting analyses as 
the readers/ audiences. This is Pinter’s method of denying the audience a closure, 
which leads to a profligate hankering for meaning. Alice Rayner writes about this: 
Attention in Pinter is a way of describing what Heidegger called ‘dwelling’ in 
the sense that it defies the closure upon singular meaning and replaces it with 
openness to multiple significations in process where being is becoming. 
Pinter’s various techniques for subverting narrative trajectories radically alter 
the epistemological forms for the kind of meaning that come from narrative 
and its attending shaping of time, identity and subjectivity. (91,Pinter at Sixty) 
       Of the various verbal and non-verbal ranges of semiotic signs and channels that 
the dramatists employ to guide the audience, one such technique is the use of telling 
names which, according to Marvin Carlson, is the quickest and the most potent device 
which a dramatist uses to orient his audience. Carlson says that the names impart 
“information, not just about the character who bears a particular name but also about 
his actantial role in a total dramatic structure: about his place in a pattern of 
relationships and about intertextual relations between the drama in which he appears 
and the other dramas of the same or contrasting genres.” (26, Carlson) The history of  
drama has revealed, different dramatic codes which operate in attributing names to the 
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dramatic figures, which seek to reflect or refer to attributes of sexual, national or 
ethnic differentiations. Also, some codes refer to social status or positions of the 
characters and some to their qualities. There have been ‘stock names’ which are 
attributive to a certain behaviour (Harlequin or Pantalone); or ‘speaking names’ that 
fall into four kinds namely, animal names (Volpone, Otter), names relating to objects 
of resemblance (Syringe, Scale), ones of profession action (Haircut) and ones that 
describe the figures they represent (Jolly, Sneerwell).  
       In Pinter’s entire dramatic work, one notices a careful choice that the dramatist 
exercised in naming his characters. In his very informative article entitled ‘Names and 
Naming in the Plays of Harold Pinter’, Ronald Knowles discusses the playwright’s 
particular choices in the process of naming, and its instrumentality in the exercise of 
power and issues of social and existential identity. Knowles goes at length to discuss 
the various principal categories of names and naming in Pinter’s plays. About this 
technique Knowles comments: “No dramatist has been so consistently and 
conspicuously concerned with names and naming throughout his career. [Pinter’s 
naming] contribute[s] intrinsically to the design of each play as a whole.” (113, 
Knowles) Knowles discusses three particular categories in this respect: “[Of] those 
who are present on stage but who remain unnamed in the course of the play; those 
who are absent but are given a kind of presence by being named onstage; the function 
of the names of places and pubs” (113-114). Knowles proceeds to outline how names 
are used as a kind of negation of the true self identity (like the drab Rose in The Room 
or the ironically cunning cruel Goldberg in The Birthday Party, who reject the other 
appropriations to them; Sal, by Riley and Simey by McCann, respectively). The 
knowledge of others’ true names demonstrate a kind of power over others, since the 
names reveal their true, geographical, ethnic or religious identity, which when 
revealed, exposes the characters as “speechless cipher[s] of surface respectability” 
(116). Therefore, in Pinter, re-appropriating names of the figures means re- 
appropriating their very characters. Such propriety in renaming is usually reacted 
against by the characters. Slipping into the familiar first names (Christian, Jewish or 
Irish) is a threat of true identity revelation, which Pinter’s characters fight tooth and 
nail to hide.  
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       Conversely, in The Caretaker Pinter has used the power of naming as a form of 
rejection. Mc Davies, the tramp in the play, assumes the name of Bernard Jenkins, 
with the notion of finding for himself an upper class identity, which he can only prove 
as real, if he can get back his identity papers, which he left at Sidcup, fifteen years 
ago. Yet his prevarication, whenever he is asked to provide his identity proof, exposes 
the discrepancy between the real and the claimed identity, and also the tramp’s need 
for social legitimacy (a fact that Mick recognizes, and uses to break him literally as 
“Jen ... kins” and then reject him). Pinter has also used name, as a tool of pounding a 
person. The name Foster, as introduction, is pounded to a degree in No Man’s Land in 
a manner to set in a firm establishment of the person it belongs to, within the richly 
secure household of his employer: “His name is Friend. This is Mr. Briggs. Mr. 
Friend. Mr. Briggs. I am Mr. Foster. Old English stock. John Foster. Jack. Jack 
Foster. Old English name. Foster. John Foster, Jack Foster. Foster. This man’s name 
is Briggs” (98, Complete Works 4) 
       Again, Knowles illustrates (quite interestingly) how with the use of names and 
surnames, Pinter constructs a structural circularity, quite originally in one of his plays 
entitled The Basement; with an inversion of the opening lines of the play, in the 
closing lines: 
OPENING LINES: 
LAW: (With great pleasure) Scott! 
SCOTT: (Smiling) Hullo Tim. 
CLOSING LINES: 
SCOTT: (With great pleasure) Law! 
LAW: (Smiling) Charles. 
Knowles analyses it thus: 
Nothing could be simpler, yet the context leading to the last quote makes us 
recognize the subtexts of both. The affected use of the surname gives the 
formal a special kind of familiarity, which registers a mannered regard, 
simultaneously accommodating surprise and evoking a past guardedness. The 
great pleasure provides an appropriately exaggerated rhetorical gambit which 
the response compliments with its defenceless, yet patronizing friendliness. 
The uniformity of masculine rivalry and aggression beneath individual identity 
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are thus concisely indicated by the circularity, duplication and interchange 
ability of the structural inversion (120-121, Knowles) 
       This Thesis, aims to take Pinter’s naming strategy further and research, the effect 
of names as anagrams and to analyse their onomatopoeic, syllabic and semantic 
content, all of which, add to the dramatic theatricality in their use by the playwright. 
Also, there would be some delving their historical placement in order to illustrate the 
semantic weight they lend to the content of the plays. One of the best examples is 
from Pinter’s The Homecoming, a play which satisfied its author the most as far as its 
technical shaping is concerned. In this play, Pinter posits a subversion of the 
traditional family values, using the ironic inversion technique. The naming of the 
central female character Ruth, drips irony, where one can draw a parallel reference 
from the biblical figure of Ruth, who, after her husband’s death vowed to remain with 
her mother in law Naomi. To quote from the English Standard Version of the Bible: 
“But Ruth said, ‘Do not urge me to leave you or to return from following you. For 
where you go I will go, where you lodge, I will lodge, your people shall be my 
people.” (Book of Ruth 1: 16-17- ESV)  
       The biblical Ruth, like the Ruth of The Homecoming (but in an ironically inverted 
sense) chose the lower status of a job, which was to glean the fields despite the 
inherent dangers that she faced from lustful men, in the open environment. Barry 
Webb, in his The Book of Judges talks about Ruth’s role in Naomi’s rehabilitation; 
where, when Naomi plans Ruth’s seduction by Boaz in order to ease Ruth’s burden by 
turning her into the wealthy landowner and Naomi’s late husband’s kinsman’s 
mistress, Ruth asks Boaz to marry her instead, reviving lineage and secure patrimony 
to her family. Pinter in this dark parody of the parable; posits his Ruth’s set up, by her 
own husband Teddy, and offers us an image of modern time’s Ruth’s acceptance of 
the role of a seductress, in an ironic contrast to the biblical figure’s refusal. Such 
juxtaposition, by contrast, mocks familial ties and relationships of the postmodern era. 
With the use of a dramatic inversion in naming technique, Pinter exhibits brilliance in 
empowering the play with intense irony. Similarly in Ashes to Ashes, Pinter chooses 
to name his protagonist Rebecca; a name borrowed from another biblical figure, 
Rebecca wife of Isaac, who sends her child Jacob away from her. The reference is 
archetypal and compares as a universal parallel that suspends temporal and spatial 
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significance of the act, by its repetition by yet another Rebecca in another time and 
another place. 
       Pinter’s technique in naming his dramatic personae varies drastically throughout 
his oeuvre. It is to be noted that in his political play Mountain Language the 
characters are not given names but descriptions like Old Woman, Young Woman, 
Sergeant, Officer, Guard, Prisoner, and Hooded Man. The anonymity chosen here is 
deliberate. Then suddenly, there is a calculated disjuncture by appropriating a 
collocation (with the self- introduction of the young woman as Sarah Jonson) in what 
seemed like a Kurdish locality at first. Talking about such disjuncture as a postmodern 
theatrical practice, Jeanne Colleran comments: 
Torn from any immediate, claimable frame of reference or meaningfulness 
[the plays] challenge spectators to find a frame of reference and construct 
meaning [which seems to be ever] shifting by virtue of theatrical performance 
from unspecified location to a cultural context. (59, Colleran, Pinter at Sixty) 
       Without any geographical identity, which is provided by geo specific names of 
either the place or the people, the unspecified state of the play can be politicised 
variously, and can invoke historical comparisons to the oppression of the Welsh or the 
Irish people (who can also be called ‘mountain people’) as much as to that of the 
Kurds in Turkey. In a typically postmodern sense, the refusal by the dramatist to 
provide a collocation and names to his characters, is his anti-narrativizing technique, 
and the play’s potency derives from, and depends upon (as Colleran points out)  
“spectator’s decision to reject [a] passive reception.”(60) 
       As Pfister points out, “in realistic drama the non-verbal elements function as 
unconscious manifestation of a psychic condition or reflect the need for silence in the 
face of verbal impotence.” (18, Pfister)  Sometimes the key to a play’s central 
meaning is provided by non verbal action (mime) or even shaped as a frozen tableau, 
where all movement on the stage ceases, giving space to what may be called a 
pictorial moment. The frozen moment offers general comments on the whole play and 
is used as a mode of communication by the dramatists.  In his illuminating article 
entitled ‘Body Language in Pinter’s Plays’, Richard Allen Cave elucidates the 
paralinguistic codes and gestures not usually indicated in the secondary text in 
Pinter’s plays, but which the author himself, and his various directors have utilized to 
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a semantic advantage. Cave attributes the importance of such codes, to Pinter’s direct 
revival of his own plays (in which the playwright chose to act as well) where he 
demonstrated how an actor’s body language can be used to convey sub-textual 
complexities to quite some extent, and as equally well as the use of the verbal codes. 
For this Cave refers to the collective reviews of Pinter’s 1998 performance of the role 
of Harry in his own play, The Collection. The reviews described Pinter’s physical 
presence as ‘commanding and domineering’ with his ‘big frame physique’ and his 
‘elegance and panache’. Cave elucidates: “What impressed about Pinter’s 
performance was the way the commanding stance and physical urbanity were offset 
by a constant wariness, indicated by subtle turn or angling of head” (109, Allen 
Cave). He points out, that such a ‘meticulous control’ was made obvious by moments 
of its relaxation by the actor on two occasions; where first (in the words of ‘The 
Observer Review’) “[Pinter] signalled his allegiance to his partner merely by a casual 
practiced massage of the neck.”(109), and secondly in a frustrated wrenching at a 
newspaper as his partner Bill refused to speak the truth about the Stella and his 
(Bill’s) affair. About this kind of body language used as a stagecraft by Pinter, Cave 
comments: 
These moments registered as more than conventional stage business, because 
isolated and unexpected in being in marked contrast to Harry’s prevailing 
restraint, they took on the status of physicalized metaphors: both indicated a 
depth of affection, although the first had an ambiguity (there was a certain 
take-him-by-the-scruff-of-the-neck quality to the gesture that hinted at 
mastery) and the second a maniac energy which were at once touching and 
sinister.(111,Allen Cave) 
       It was therefore merely in the use of his physical attributes within the 
performance, that Pinter chose to focus the spectators’ attention to the ‘uneasy power 
structuring’ in the homosexual relationship between Harry and Bill. 
       As a stage director, Pinter believed in drawing out the physicality of the acting 
style in order to shape further implications of the verbal text or the dialogue. Thereby, 
in Pinter plays, the characters’ placement or positioning in relation to the acting space 
becomes suggestive of a whole new panorama of insights. With reference to The 
Caretaker, Cave talks about such a positioning by the playwright: “Pinter’s constant 
positioning of Aston on the peripheries of the acting space, as if seeking the 
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comforting proximity of a wall or a solid piece of furniture, suggested a troubled, 
insecure individual, prone to self consciousness and a fear of making connections 
with others.”(112) 
       It is to be noted, that by opening the first scene of The Caretaker with a mime, 
which presents Mick’s body in both stillness and in motion, Pinter makes it a medium 
of expression, which establishes a mode of interpretation of the ensuing performance; 
one to which the physicality of the figure makes a definite contribution. We first 
witness Mick as sitting in a chair, observing his surrounding, when a sudden bang of 
the door, offstage, throws his body into an alert attentiveness, as the offstage voices of 
the people makes him get up and move stealthily to the door and out as it closes 
silently after him. Earlier, his silent observation of each object in the room (as his eye 
roves from one thing to another) is perhaps Pinter’s method of drawing the audience’s 
attention to various objects in order to make them get involved imaginatively with the 
situation and the given surrounding, in order to invite spectator’s perception. Also, 
attention to the characters’ body language in makes the characters as “site of cultural 
and biographical reference” observes Cave. 
      One can’t help noticing that gestures, particularly the use of hands is very 
important in the Pinter plays, in revealing the nature of the figures. For example, in 
The Caretaker Aston’s constant fiddling with an electrical wire plug reveals his 
neurotic tendency, while the tramp Davies’s use of punching and stabbing hand 
movement reveals him as a person in a constant defence mode. Again, in One for the 
Road, Nicolas victimizes Victor and Gila with vulgar hand gestures; by thrusting his 
penile finger at their faces. Yet, the most potent image of hand occurs in Ashes to 
Ashes as Rebecca’s words sketches a picture of her lover’s hands playing with her in a 
sadistic sexual foreplay: 
Well ... for example ... he would stand over me and clench his fist. And then 
he’d put his other hand over my neck and grip it and bring my neck towards 
him. His fist grazed my mouth. And he’d say “kiss my fist” (395, Plays 4) 
The gesture and its significance with both a metaphorical resonance as well as a 
metonymy have been discussed in detail in Chapter VI of the thesis. 
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       As mentioned earlier, another technical feature of Pinter’s drama have been the 
tableaux of his plays.Beginning from The Dumb Waiter in many of Pinter’s plays, the 
dramatic action with all its resonant implications of an imminent past, concluded with 
a resolution into concrete physical images. The frozen tableaux invite the audience to 
rethink what they have responded to up till the given moment. A tableau posits as 
presentational, a powerful image, the expression of which can be compared to a 
Joyce’s Epiphany. The statis which ensues from the plays’ movement is, 
paradoxically, an ending that resists closure and one which “hold[s] a deft poise 
without endorsing any one as definitive.” (122, Cave) Perhaps the most complex final 
tableau that ends a Pinter play is the one which we witness in The Homecoming where 
we see Ruth sitting on a sofa at the centre of the stage, after having displaced Max 
from his position as the patriarchal head of the household. As she sits on the seat, 
Joey, the youngest son crosses over the stage space to sit at her feet, placing his head 
on her lap (which she begins to stroke). Lenny the second son goes to stand behind 
her on one side, and Max quite subjugated, crawls across the floor on bended knees 
towards her, with his hands clasped in form of making an entreaty. Cave describes the 
tableau as: “a black parody of the traditional grouping of a Nativity scene or those 
countless paintings entitled ‘Madonna and Child with Saint and Donor’ ” (121) {See 
Figures, next page} 
       With Ruth’s action and an image of consummate poise at the centre stage, Pinter 
re-defines passivity as new form of power and matriarchal/ sexual control, one of a 
still nucleus around whom the men revolve. Pinter’s very own technique in crafting 
this central irony in this play of ironies has perhaps been described by the playwright 
himself within this very play. In the voice of Teddy (Ruth’s husband) he offers the 
most comprehensive statement of his own work: 
TEDDY: You wouldn’t understand my works. You wouldn’t have the faintest 
idea of what they were about. You wouldn’t appreciate the points of reference. 
You’re way behind. All of you. There is no point in my sending you my works. 
You’d be lost. It’s nothing to do with the question of intelligence. It’s a question 
of how far you can operate on things and not in things. I mean it’s a question of 
your capacity to ally the two, to relate the two, to balance the two, to see, to be 
able to see! I’m the one who can see. That’s why I write my critical works. Might 
do you good ... have a look at them ... see how certain people can view ... things ... 
how certain people can maintain ... intellectual equilibrium (77-78 Complete 
Works 3, Italics mine) 
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 Perhaps this is what makes us supply objective correlatives and view the image from 
the play (Le Retour, Paris, 1966) in relation to, and in juxtaposition with the 
archetypal image in the painting ( Madonna and Child with Saint and a Donor, 
Master of Sforza Altarpiece c. Late 15th century {Italian})  
       The act of such juxtaposition would tantamount to blasphemy for most, as the 
dark parody of the image violates moral sentiments of a particular community. 
Neither does Pinter work upon asserting the credibility of the tribal like situation in 
the end; promoting the jungle like lawlessness of sharing a common sex partner, that 
too, the daughter/sister in law and also making her use her sexuality for earning her 
keep. By far, this situation seems to verge on the ridiculous. It appears that Pinter has 
just taken to demonstrating how far the situation has taken its own possibility: of 
“how far one can operate on things”, without causing much offence, mainly for the 
reason of the situation’s own improbability. This is Pinter’s experiment in the 
construction of Irony with a clinical detachment, an activity best described by Hakkan 
Chevalier in the following terms: 
The ironist is committed to the search of a more exterior point of view, so as 
to embrace all contradictions and behold the world from a point of vantage to 
which nothing else is superior. The indefinite extension of his field of vision to 
the furthest attainable reaches is implied in point of view of the ironic observer 
of simple human situation. The ironic reaction is exterior to both elements of 
the contrast observed. (151, qtd. in Bert O State) 
       Another irony in The Homecoming is Pinter’s expression of a satirical formalism 
of the politician’s pure rhetoric in the guise of parodic situations. According to Bert O 
State, what Pinter is doing in the play is evident from the politician’s language that he 
puts in the mouth of various characters as we watch the rhetoric unfold the ugly 
reality or vice versa; as in the following exchange: 
SAM: You know what he said to me? He told me I was the best chauffer he’d 
ever had. The best one. 
MAX: From what point of view? 
SAM: Eh? 
MAX: From what point of view? 
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LENNY: From the point of view of his driving Dad, and his general sense of 
courtesy, I should say. (29, CW 3) 
Then again, when the family discusses how Ruth (the daughter in law who has just 
been offered to work for them as a prostitute) is to be treated in her various other roles 
as a mother, a cook and as mutually exchangeable sexual partner for all the male 
members of the house: 
MAX: Lenny, do you mind if I make a little comment? It is not meant to be 
critical. But I think you’re concentrating too much on the economic 
considerations. There are other considerations. There are human 
considerations. You understand what I mean? There are human considerations. 
Don’t forget them. (87, CW 3) 
The various roles euphemistically expressed as ‘human considerations’ is without 
doubt a politician’s jargon made to sound considerate (as in hegemony) to the subject 
concerned, which is very ironic.  
       In Old Times, the enacted penultimate extended mime reveals how Pinter deploys 
silent movement or body language in the careful shaping of the final tableau, the 
details of the significance of which have been discussed here, in the Chapter about the 
play. Tableaux in Pinter have been used by the playwright to express intense and 
profoundly illuminating emotional, spiritual, psychological and symbolic relevance. 
Cave remarks: “Pinter contrives a strategy whereby, in resolving the action into an 
icon of richly allusive intensity, he opens the play up beyond the performance to the 
enquiring imagination.” (122) The outer bodies of the characters become correlative 
to the inner conditions. In his later political plays however, Pinter’s technique 
involves a subversion of image built by the words of the characters into their 
corporeal materializing on the stage. In Ashes to Ashes the image built by Rebecca’s 
word in the earlier description of her lover’s sadomasochist sexual foreplay, is later 
enacted by Devlin on the stage in order to bring out the subconscious reality to the 
surface, which apparently her grief has relegated to the limbo or the inner recesses of 
her mind. 
       Another method that Pinter employs is the use of voice-overs. In Mountain 
Language, they speak the mind of lovers’ happier dreams or a soothing discourse 
between a mother and a son. This is shown to display how the victims of extreme 
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torture rise above their catatonic states in the play. The fact that these lyrical moments 
arise out of enforced silence of the prison, make them more poignant and intensely 
dramatic. Writing about her experience of the rehearsal with Pinter in directing 
Mountain Language Carey Perloff has remarked:  
In a culture of total repression such as depicted in Mountain Language real 
communication never happens except through silence. In that silence thoughts 
are shared. Pinter reveals this in the play through the use of carefully chosen 
voice-overs that occur in moments of brutality when spoken communication is 
impossible. [...] To Pinter, the tone of voice-overs should stand in contrast to 
that of the scene so that the voice-overs could offer a moment of 
transcendence (as if a small bud was pushing through the rest of the muck. 
They serve as a reminder of the indomitability of the human spirit in the face 
of destruction. (15-16) 
   In order to impart information in drama, the categories of time and space play an 
important role. It is therefore necessary to analyse the fictional space and the fictional 
time of the dramatic world of Pinter.  What is important to remember is that any 
exposure of their being fictional tends to break the absolute autonomy in drama. With 
the Epic Theatre of Brecht, such a break was a deliberate move by the author, for the 
sake of the producing an alienating effect. Brecht introduced an epic mediating 
system to castigate autonomy as an ideological ruse, which he felt was in fact a 
contingent formation disguised as reality. The classist playwright insisted upon the 
absence of space and time ruptures in drama to maintain a closed space/ time 
continuum. Such closed structures are also visible in much of naturalistic theatre and 
even in the Theatre of the Absurd as it was developed by Ionesco, Beckett and Pinter. 
Yet because of the thematic function of these very structures in naturalistic drama, 
ruptures of time and space become marked as gaps have to be identified. The function 
of space in drama is to influence the characters and their formation in the environment 
of the setting. Another function is the special relation formed between the characters, 
and also the semantic relations spatially, whether they follow the naturalistic principle 
or use it for extreme stylisation. 
       Pinter employs the spatial relations of the binary oppositions in many of his plays 
to portray reversals and subversions. The dramatist’s innovation lies in establishing 
dynamic spatial relationships between his characters which shift inside single locale 
within the dialogue structure of the plays, especially as one seen in Old Times. But it 
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is almost in the entire Pinter oeuvre that we can observe this dynamics of the 
dominant and the subservient binary relationship. This is visible within the plays’ 
progress as in verbal imageries or gestures or expressions and in the relative 
positioning of the characters and their discourse, as in Michael Foucauld’s concept of 
shifting power dynamics. As far as the concept of space is concerned, Pinter strove, 
not to just recreate the contingent reality, but also presents it in a manner that makes it 
acquire a symbolic significance. Pinter’s innovative experiment has been in the 
affecting a successful amalgamation of both private and public space as seen on the 
political level. Beginning from The Homecoming it gathers impetus in his later plays 
to reach an acme in the final political plays. A brilliant fusion is achieved in Ashes to 
Ashes where both the private and the public are presented within a single gestalt, as 
has been discussed in the detailed analysis of the play in the sixth chapter. 
       Time as another governing system of structure in dramatic constructions, has 
been given equal importance in Pinter’s plays. Absolute autonomy of the dramatic 
genre determines that the predominant tense in drama is that of time- present. The 
dramatist creates a desired effect by relating fictional time with real time of the 
audience, which is an act to invite the audience to generalize from the specific events 
of the plays’ situations. Pfister defines the chronological relationships in drama as 
varying along two axes: one of successive events and another of simultaneous 
happenings. He says: “This simultaneity applies both to action and events that are 
presented scenically and those that occur offstage, and which are related verbally 
either as they occur or retrospectively.” (276). Further, the two deictic elements of 
space-time cannot be totally separated. The axis of simultaneity can possess special 
elements, where in order to represent simultaneous events; the dramatist divides the 
stage into several areas. In Pinter, the division of stage space has been brought about 
in The Collection, Silence and Moonlight, where several areas have been demarcated 
as separate scenes.  
       In The Betrayal, Pinter employs a postmodern method of rearranging the 
chronological events, by a technique which has been termed as meta-cinematic. In his 
mechanics of temporal manipulation, Pinter flexes time through a method analogous 
to cinema’s flashback code. He plays with time, pleating and reeling it back in and 
over in a zigzag manner several times, as he keeps stretching out the time- past to an 
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even more later time before it. Thus here Pinter crafts a play which is unique in its 
temporal dislocation and in dumping chronology, and then piecing together and 
recasting the theatrical medium as self reflexive. By applying this cinematic method, 
Pinter’s aim is to produce a revelation which has a crime solving effect that 
foregrounds knowledge about ‘knowing’ in the characters as well as the audience. 
Such a chronological dislocation brings forth the relevance of the very theme of the 
play, making it evident that the play is actually a process about when the characters 
learn the already known in the play. With this unusual operation of the medium of 
time Pinter exposes our fixation with the power of knowledge, by exposing our 
voyeuristic desire in the unravelling the origin of knowing what has always already 
been known. 
       In Pinter’s plays that end in a tableau or “conclusions without closure” Alice 
Rayner comments about the playwright’s dramaturgy in the time/space relation: 
The temporal unfolding of events through time tends to circle back upon itself 
so that the unfolding appears at the end of the play as a tableau. Closure thus 
arrives not as an aspect of coherence between beginning and end but as an 
arrested image in the theatrical space (94) 
Rayner feels that the friction between temporal and spatial form in Pinter creates 
‘differences in forms of knowledge’ (94). Normally a narrative construction of events 
determines a beginning and an end, shaping an equation between linear time, 
semantics and knowledge, thus crafting an artefact out of experience. In Pinter the 
reverse happens where an experience is created out of the characters’ and the 
audience focus on spatial construction of meaning rather than on the temporal 
coherence. Time is ‘spatialized’ as a present event with a focus on ‘knowing’ as both 
action and a thing. The temporal structure of the play normally progresses 
horizontally as a narrative (with a beginning, middle and an end) from conflict to 
climax. This differs from a spatial structure, which rejects the narrative in favour of 
vertical form, where the tension emerges from anxiety or stress or a dread from 
‘within’ the character, rather than from the outside events. Such a spatial aspect in a 
play gives it a random or a disjuncture in its sequence, where it is the gaps between 
the scenes that are given precedence over the connectors.  
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       Pinter’s plays are unique as being ‘realistic’ in a sense that they demonstrate how 
the unknown and the inexplicable operate within and alongside the mundane. Pinter 
structures his plays paradoxically, with events resembling real life situations, and 
characters and their speeches, only to undercut this sense of real so as to provoke 
uneasy tension between the realistic and the unnameable. In this way, the menace in 
Pinter’s early plays derives from the intrusion of the inexplicable and the unexplained, 
into a recognizable environment, which can be as ordinary as an average middle class 
sitting room. This unnerves and puzzles as it gives an absurdist quality to the realistic 
situation. Pinter’s affecting such hybridization is uniquely innovative and has resulted 
in what has characteristically been termed as Pinteresque. This is Pinter’s methodical 
technique of selection and arrangement of his material in a manner that posits reality 
as a tension between conflicting yet persuasive forces. In this way, the author creates 
an ambivalent reality. For example, in The Caretaker we see Davies’ expulsion as 
cruel but necessary for Aston’s protection from the tramp. Thus we see Pinter’s ability 
to create characters that are both cunning, yet full of pathos. With this kind of 
complexity, his plays are open to differing yet equally valid interpretations. 
 
USE OF LANGUAGE AND SILENCE IN PINTER’S DRAMA: A 
LITERATURE REVIEW, ITS SURVEY AND DEVELOPMENT   – II ) 
       Relevant to the technical construction of Pinter’s drama, is also his movement 
away from the conventional stage dialogue and his creation for himself, a mode of 
speech, where the playwright crafted such an explicit text, which could hint at an 
implicit subtext. Andrew Kennedy in his Six Dramatists in Search of a Language 
pointed out that Pinter’s use of language was an alteration and further development of 
the naturalistic ‘oblique’ dialogue as introduced by Anton Chekov, on the dramatic 
scene. On Pinter’s designing of such a kind of dialogue Kennedy writes:  
Pinter writes a quasi naturalistic dialogue as if he had linguistically trained 
perception; but the seemingly accurate ‘real language’ phrasing is consciously 
patterned to show up inadequacies- idioms as idiocies- and the failure of 
language. (21) 
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     Kennedy viewed Pinter’s language as grown out of what he calls the ‘crisis’ of 
original naturalistic method as both ‘impoverished’ and ‘over explicit’, taken and 
developed towards its intensification by its very distortion. This was Pinter’s 
‘showing’ of falling apart of speech and action, where the subtext served to stylize the 
‘rhythms of evasion’ and the ‘misuse of speech’ (21) Kennedy describes such a 
language as one which is “potentially self annihilating”(21) and one which, contrary 
to being a medium of communicating, becomes a “barrier that must be broken down 
in each act of expression”(22) Kennedy also recognized Silence as one of the two 
ultimate analogies for verbal expression ( music being the other). He elaborates the 
effort of the postmodern dramatists, as “the desire to ‘purify’ language—to make it 
say less and intimate more, to exploit inner relations and undertones in a language[...] 
as an aspiration towards ‘ a language within a language’.”(22) Therefore, the effort to 
make language speak louder in its very inarticulateness is one of the characteristic 
features of Pinter’s drama. Such inarticulate speech becomes more expressive than 
any form of articulate eloquence. Moreover, the greater intensity emerging out of such 
fragmentary language brings about a kind of inner integrity to the dialogue. A new 
kind of language is thus recreated through its very decay through a process of 
‘infolding’ within this minimal speech, observes Kennedy. 
       In Pinter’s oeuvre, one comes across many such occasions where this principal of 
inner economy is at work in the way the playwright uses his linguistic and stylistic 
devices. About such a language technique Martin Esslin has remarked in his essay on 
‘Language and Silence’ in Pinter: 
Only when it was recognized that verbal element need not be dominant aspect 
of drama, or at least that it was not the content of what was said that mattered 
most but the action that it embodied, that the inarticulate, incoherent, 
tautological and nonsensical speech might be as dramatic as verbal brilliance 
when it was treated simply as an element of action only then did it become 
possible to place inarticulate characters in the centre of the play and make 
their unspoken emotions transparent. Pinter is among the discoverers of this 
highly significant aspect of drama. (39, Language and Silence)  
       Language, in the mouth of Pinter’s inarticulate characters, becomes mannerist in 
illuminating disturbing mental processes, which lie underneath the apparently 
nonsensical words. As Esslin describes(in an illustration from The Birthday Party) as 
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to how a simplistic repetition performs a significant action. After having served 
cornflakes to her husband Meg enquires of Pete:  
MEG: Are they nice? 
PETE: Very nice. 
MEG: I thought They’d be nice. 
       The dialogue in its very shallowness represents an empty married life of a couple 
desperate to keep their relationship together with the repetition of the word ‘nice’ 
three times in a ten word dialogue. A dialogue lacking in any worthwhile concept, 
nevertheless holds a compressed dramatic information about the staunch 
determination of the middle aged couple to hold their relationship together with a 
vainly fumbling action of being ‘nice’ to each other. It may be noted here, that the 
dialogue, however representational, is always ‘planned’ by the playwright, and even 
in these apparently subconscious repetitions, or some accidental blurting out or 
fumbling with words and trailing off, there lies the author’s own agenda of working 
on a particular technical aspect for a definite purpose. The overuse of the word ‘nice’ 
in the dialogue above is actually a cover up for the ugliness of a near-decayed-and- 
stale relationship. The very poverty of having nothing to say except clinging on to a 
word that sounds positive rings desperately hollow. Thus the trite word has its 
importance in relating to the theme of the play and in forming the audience 
impression about the characters in the conversation. 
       Esslin points out how in the traditional drama from the stage dialogue has been 
more to the point than anything else: “ People on stage from Sophocles to 
Shakespeare to Rattigan have spoken more clearly, more directly more to the purpose 
than they would ever have done in real life”( 35, Language) It was Chekov and 
Strindberg who became the pioneers of bringing to fore the other functions of the 
language of drama, the use of which was developed and taken up further by Pinter for 
a purpose quite different, from the conventional communicative motive. In Pinter’s 
treatment of language, he transformed its mere rhetorical informative element to that 
of a dramatic psychological action. Pinter was of the view that (in Esslin’s words) 
“people interact not so much logically as emotionally through language. [...] What 
matters in most oral verbal contact is[...] what people are doing to each other 
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through[language] than the conceptual content of what they are saying.” (38) It is 
therefore that we find the characters in Pinter’s plays struggling to search for the right 
words, and upon finding which they hold on to it tightly, repeating them as if 
savouring their moment of achievement.  
       Studying in detail Pinter’s use of repetitions in language, Esslin has observed that 
Pinter’s characters use “obsessive permutations of the same elements” which mark 
hysteria or repetitions that exhibit a difficulty in coming to terms with something or a 
struggle to stomach a hard fact that life doles out to them. In The Caretaker in one of 
the exchanges between Aston and the tramp Davies illustrates this: 
Davies: Who was that feller? 
Aston: He’s my brother 
Davies: Is he? He’s a bit of a joker, en’ he? 
Aston: uh. 
Davies: Yes he’s a real joker. 
Aston:  He’s got a sense of humour. 
Davies: Yes I noticed 
Pause 
He’s a real joker that lad, you can see that. 
Aston: yes he tends... he tends to see the funny side of things 
Davies: Well he’s got a sense of humour en’ he? 
Aston: Yes 
Davies: Yes, you could tell that.(48-49, CW 2) 
Pinter designs a brilliant interlocking of more than one tautologically repeated phrase: 
1) Joker/ got a sense of humour/ a real joker/sees the funny side of things 
2) I noticed/ can see/can tell that/ you could tell 
 
       Esslin elaborates how the various permutations in the tramp’s speech in relation 
to Aston’s give the dialogue a poetic shape (fellar/ brother, joker/ sense of humour, a 
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real joker/ he tends to see the funny side of things). The variations of Davies’ speech 
as pitted against Aston’s musical dialogue form. (42) Thus repetitions, which the 
traditional dramatists rejected as stylistically poor flaw of drama, was not only 
brought to fore in the dramatic dialogue of Pinter, but was also made poetic in its 
permutations and juxtaposition with other speech. Also in the poetic refrain like 
recurrence of full sentences, made the dialogue look fundamentally phatic, and 
therefore hyper realistic. Such a speech became an illustration of the fact that real life 
conversation does not proceed logically but is usually punctuated with leitmotifs in 
the shape of whole sentences. For example, in Davies long speech, where the tramp 
asserts his authority over Aston, he tries to rub it in that he is in alliance with his 
brother Mick as his spy. He repeats several times “Because I tell you, your brother has 
got his eye on you.” 
 
       Pinter’s dialogue construction posits various similar peculiarities or modifications 
that serve different functions in different dramatic situations. We witness one such 
appropriate alteration of speech as spoken out of the mouth of a sophisticated 
character Harry in The Collection, where the word ‘slum’ occurs eleven times and 
‘slug’ five time, in the description of his gay partner Bill: 
Bill is a slumboy, you see he’s got a slum sense of humour. That is why I 
never take him to parties. Because he’s got a slum mind. I have nothing 
against slum minds per se, you understand, nothing at all. There’s a certain 
kind of slum mind which is perfectly all right in a slum, but when this kind of 
a slum mind gets out of the slum it sometimes persists you see, it rots 
everything. That’s what Bill is. There is something faintly putrid about him, 
don’t you find? Like a slug. There’s nothing wrong with slugs in their place, 
but he’s a slum slug; there is nothing wrong with slum slugs in their place, 
but this one won’t keep his place.[...] All he can do is to sit and suck his 
bloody hand, and decompose like a filthy slum slug he is.(154-155, CW 2 
emphasis mine) 
 
       Such a hammering away with use of derogatory terms for the purpose of an 
aggressive mental torture and abuse reveals a mixed ambivalent feeling of intense 
hatred, coupled with his obsession for Bill. The rhythm generated by the ritualistic 
repetition in this speech is also tantamount to a creation of a complex effect of both 
sympathy and laughter amongst the audience. Yet this highly stylized rhyming and 
repetition that emerges from colloquial speech pattern makes the speech stand out as 
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extraordinary. Pinter ensures to retain the essentially colloquial Pinteresque speech 
with the inculcation and reproduction of genuine speech pattern by the use of 
recurring refrains: “I have nothing against” and “there is nothing wrong”. And yet 
these very refrains lend to the speech, their uniquely musical, rhythmic and a poetic 
structural pattern. 
       The language that Pinter uses has also a highly associative quality. Types of 
associations in his dialogues vary, and may fall into subtypes that may include, 
connotative, collocative, social, affective, and reflective thematic associations. For 
example, in the following speech from Night School, Pinter uses an associative 
phonological structure to indicate lying by the character. When Solto is asked how he 
had reached Australia he answers: 
 
Solto: By Sea. How do you think? I worked my passage. And what a trip. I 
was only a pubescent.I killed a man with my own hands, a six foot ten Lascar 
from Madagascar. 
Annie: From Madagascar? 
Solto: Sure, A lascar 
Milly: Alaska? 
Solto: Madagascar.  
Pause 
Walter: It has happened before, 
Solto: and it’ll happen again. (212 CW 2) 
 
It is clear, that the association here springs from the sound of the words ‘Lascar’and 
‘Madagascar’, which makes the story, ring as hollow. Even the insistence on its verity 
in the last attempt at convincing fails. It is with the invention of such a pathetic 
thought process that Pinter brilliantly impresses upon his audience, the limited 
imagination of the working class and petty crime world. Just one word leads to the 
next producing a comic grotesquery. In their desperate attempts and eagerness to 
impress, these characters are led, against their better judgement,to begin a 
conversation with their half baked knowledge and an enforced grandiloquence which 
leads them to make comically pathetic fools of themselves. 
       Esslin remarks: “Always in Pinter’s world, personal inadequacy expresses itself 
in an inadequacy to cope with and use language.” (46, Language) This makes the 
characters cling to the few ‘educated terms’ which they might know. Sometimes to 
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portray a mixed action, Pinter’s uses adroitly, a technique which he has crafted to 
bring together a string of associations to a single speech. This is mainly for the 
purpose of making the audience/reader follow the line of main thought process that 
lies beneath it. In Night School, the protagonist Walter, in his attempt to impress the 
girl Sally brags about his success as a librarian in the prison that harboured him. The 
word ‘library’ drives him to mention ‘manuscripts’ which leads to a chain of 
associations that weaves a brilliant grotesquery that best describes what Andrew 
Kennedy calls ‘an idiom focused into idiocy’: 
I’ve had a good bit to do with rare manuscripts in my time. I used to know a 
bloke who ran a business digging them up ... rare manuscripts. Out of tombs. I 
used to give him a helping hand when I was on the loose. Very well paid it 
was too. You see they were nearly always attached to a corpse, these 
manuscripts, you had to lift up the pelvic bone with a pair of tweezers. Big 
tweezers. Can’t leave the fingerprints on the corpse you see. Canon law [...] 
The biggest shock I ever had was when a skeleton collapsed on top of me and 
nearly bit my ear off.[...] You’ve never been inside a grave, I suppose. 
(220,CW 2 Emphasis mine) 
 
The thought process here can somewhat be mapped as follows: 
Rare manuscripts archaeologytombsskeletons [urged to add a technical 
term from anatomy, which he knows probably from having watched soap operas] 
Pelvisoperation tweezers [coming back to the familiar world of crime] corpse 
and no fingerprints  [for fear of] Canon Law. 
 
       But the speech goes much beyond just being a man’s desperate attempt to impress 
a girl. The words speak about the character that Walter is, and reveal exactly what 
kind of crime that he indulged in, which was that of resurrection, that is of being a 
body snatcher from graves.Wikipedia, defines body snatching in Britain as originally 
being a crime that invited capital punishment, till the nineteenth century. Later with 
the demand for cadavers for medical study, body snatching from the grave became “a 
misdemeanour of common law, not a felony, and therefore punishable with fine and 
imprisonment rather than transportation or execution. The trade was a sufficiently 
lucrative business to run the risk of detection.” (Wikipedia) Wikipedia also mentions 
harvesting bones and body parts for transplant surgeries by modern body snatchers, 
who feed this demand and get well paid for it. 
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        Yet another aspect that the speech might aim at is (contrary to being words that 
seek to impress) that it might be a frightful expression to scare Sally away. With a 
subtle mention of the sort of criminality he indulged in ( besides being the gun totting 
criminal that he already impressed he was), the speech may be Walter’s deliberate 
design; a linguistic structure to evoke a feeling of fright, in order to spook Sally away 
from his room and take back its possession.( In Pinter’s work, there is a constant 
battle for territorial possession) In this respect, the speech reflects as an act of 
aggression, just like Lenny’s braggart speeches in The Homecoming. Thus it may be 
seen that the beauty of Pinter’s poetic use of language lies in its indeterminacy, 
multidimensionality and in the multi-linearity of the play’s plot structures. Such 
speeches also portray Pinter’s obsessive preoccupation with language and its subtle 
nuances and the zone of reality that lies beneath the use of the same. 
 
        Quoting Jean Vannier’s definition of new theatre, Andrew Kennedy remarks: 
Pinter has [...] invented “drama of human relations at the level of language 
itself.”[...] Pinter, to develop the image has taken linguistic Babel for granted 
(perhaps too glibly at times) at the level of everyday exchanges, talk, chat, 
verbal games – with an ear for local usage, or rather abusage and verbiage. He 
seems to carry no literary ‘burden of the past’. He has created dialogue out of 
failures of language that might occur as English is spoken by frightened, 
evasive or sadistically playful characters [...]. The patterning in the dialogue 
frequently goes with violent and mannered distortions. (169, Six Dramatists) 
 
       Pinter has been an innovator of a new dimension of stage dialogue which, in 
contrast to that of his predecessors’(Samuel Beckett’s and Eugene Ionesco) highly 
stylized classical literary modes, posits what Walter Kerr called ‘tape recording 
fidelity’. Kennedy points out that the pursuit of the process of shaping dialogue which 
is ‘not subject to false articulation’ has, paradoxically, led Pinter to an “indulgent 
pattern making and mannerism” (171, Six Dramatists) Pinter thus became a dramatist 
who wrote with an intense stylistic awareness, and was successful in shaping mimetic 
dialogue towards an expressiveness unheard of before in the language of theatre. 
       Traces of influence from Joyce’s stream-of-consciousness prose novels are quite 
visible in Pinter’s drama. It was a major innovative achievement on the part of the 
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playwright, who inculcated and integrated James Joyce’s experimental form into a 
dramatic framework. The language structures from various speeches of his plays 
demonstrate this pursuit. For example, there is a subtle use of this technique in one of 
Lenny’s horror filled tales in The Homecoming, which he relates to Ruth regarding his 
own career and life: 
 
One night, not so long ago one night down by the docks, I was standing alone 
under an arch, watching all the men jibing the boom, out in the harbour and 
playing about with yardarms, a certain lady came up to me and made a certain 
proposal. This lady had been searching for me for days. She’d lost my tracks 
and my whereabouts. However the fact was she eventually caught with me and 
made to me this certain proposal. Well this proposal wasn’t entirely out of 
order and normally I would have subscribed to it. I mean I would subscribe to 
it under the normal course of events. The only trouble was that she was falling 
apart from pox. [...] so I clumped her one. It was on my mind at the time to do 
away with her, you know, to kill her, and the fact is, that as killings go, it 
would have been a simple matter nothing to it [...] no one about, all quiet on 
the Western Front.[...] But ... in the end I thought ... Aaah, why go to all the 
bother ... you know, get rid of the corpse and all that, getting yourself in a state 
of tension. So i just gave her another belt in the nose a couple of turns of the 
boot and sort of left it at that. (46-47 CW 3) 
       In this speech we notice Pinter parodying speech at various linguistic levels. This 
one speech is quite similar in technique to Joyce’s Ulysses, Book II; Episode 14: 
‘Oxen of the Sun’. This Chapter from the James Joyce novel is a remarkable 
recapitulation of the entire history of the English language: Starting with Latinate 
prose, it proceeds to ‘Anglo Saxon alliteration’ and “parodies of Malory, King James 
Bible, Bunyan, Defoe, Sterne, Walpole, Gibbon, Dickens and Carlyle before it 
concludes in a haze of nearly incomprehensible slang.”(Ulysses (novel) Wikipedia) 
Similarly, Pinter in this speech has used various types of jargons: 
1.  Formal linguistic speech of narration (“one night not so long ago, one night 
down by the docks”) 
2.   Nautical Parlance (“Watching all men jibbing the boom ...playing with 
yardarms”) 
3.   British Press terminology of euphemistic respectability (“a certain lady came 
up to me and made me a certain proposal [which] wasn’t out of order and 
normally I would have subscribed to it.”) 
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4.  Professional argot of sex trade (“she was falling apart with pox[slang for 
syphilis]”) 
5. The patois of the underworld (“So I slumped her one. It was in my mind to do 
away with her. Kill her...”) 
6.  Journalistic idiom of crime reporting (“her chauffer who had located me for 
her has popped around the corner to have a drink [...] she was up against this 
wall- just sliding down the wall following the blow”) 
7.  Brutal dispassionate vernacular of a dangerous criminal (“everything was in 
my favour for a killing [...] why go all the bother, getting rid of the corpse and 
all that [...] so I gave her another belt in the nose, a couple of turn of the boot 
and left it at that”) 
       Pinter has used various samples of (what Andrew Kennedy calls) “culture patter” 
in order to shape dialogue with thick texture of multiple patterns of English language, 
producing an effect of density. Kennedy defines Pinter’s dialogue as shaped out of “a 
language that excels in playing internal variations on its own verbal themes”(220, 
Dramatic Duologue).  Kennedy goes on to define this as‘indulgent pattern making’ 
and ‘Mannerism’ which is: 
[A]n inherent and consistent tendency to exploit ‘conceits’, linguistic 
complexity or modish jeux d’esprit which a ‘sophisticated’ public can be 
expected to understand and enjoy.[...Mannerism is] a parasitical classical art: it 
can develop‘line by line’ or through richly ambiguous local scenes and texture 
only because the underlying structure is grasped with reference to an earlier 
form – (in Pinter’s case classical naturalism.) (173) 
       Pinter in his short essay ‘Writing for the Theatre’ has described this technique as 
an ‘overcoming [and] following to the hilt’ a nausea that springs from “a bulk of stale 
and dead terminology, ideas endlessly repeated and permutated [till they] have 
become platitudinous, trite and meaningless.”(13, CW 1) Pinter’s dialogue, as he 
himself points out, “spring from what is inexpressive, elusive, evasive, obstructive 
and unwilling” in his characters. (14) In the same essay, Pinter also confesses paying 
“meticulous attention to the shape of things, from the shape of the sentence to the 
overall structure of the play.” This shaping is about ‘arranging’ and ‘listening’. 
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Andrew Kennedy in his Six Dramatists in Search of a Language discusses Pinter’s 
‘shaping’ technique at length which isrecapitulated in brief here: 
1) Contrast method in shaping-- two women’s conversation at a cafe in revue 
sketch ‘Black and White’: “Second: Yes there’s not too much noise/ First: 
There’s always a bit of noise/ Second: Yes, there is always a bit of life.” 
2) Shaping along with or from within, as in revue sketch ‘The Applicant: 
“After a day’s work do you ever feel tired? Edgy, Fretty, Irritable? At the 
loose end? Morose? Frustrated? Morbid? Unable to concentrate? Unable to 
sleep? Unable to eat [...] Lustful? Randy? Full of desire? Full of energy? Full 
of dread? Drained? Of energy, of dread of desire?” 
3) Shapes of  ‘listening’ (where Ben in The Dumb Waiter listens to the speaking 
tube, with rhythm ( of repeating what he hears) and pauses ( expressed by 
holding the tube alternately to the ear from the mouth) : BEN: The Eccles cake 
was stale/ the chocolate was melted/ he milk was sour/ The biscuits were 
mouldy.? Well we are very sorry about that. / What? What? Yes, Yes. Yes 
certainly./ Certainly Right away.” 
4) Parodist Litany of Ritualistic repetition (in The Dumb Waiter again; led of 
food litany order to killing game spree orders): “Shut the door behind him/ 
Shut the door behind him. / Without divulging your presence/ Without 
divulging my presence [...]” 
5) The Catechistic cross examination: shaping the dialogue using 
stichomythic ritualistic rhythms, which change the beat of incantation with 
the change in subject, as in The Birthday Party) “You are in a rut./ You look 
anaemic? Rheumatic/ Myopic/ Epileptic/[...] We’ll provide the skipping rope/ 
The vest and pants/ The ointment/ The hot poultice/ The fingerstall[....]/ you’ll 
be rich/ You’ll be adjusted./ You’ll be our pride and joy/ You’ll be a mensch.” 
6) Shaping with (what Kennedy calls) “ritualized interplay between 
decorum and scatological violence”.In The Homecoming(the language of a 
tribe in para-animalistic display within one family” (177-178). There are 
images-counter-images, following one after another, which are Pinter’s unique 
method of transforming a home into a brothel, merely through speech patterns, 
mainly evident in Max’s comically antithetical dialogues: (a) “I’ve never had a 
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whore under this roof before. Ever since your mother died.”(58, CW 2) (b) “I 
remember the boys came down in their pyjamas, all their hair shining, their 
faces pink ... and they knelt down at our feet, Jessie’s and mine. I tell you it 
was like Christmas.” (62, CW 2)  On Ruth’s query about the group of butchers 
that he had mentioned in his relating, Max’s speech once more flips to counter 
retroactive abuses“The group? They turned out to be a bunch of criminals like 
everyone else[...] I worked as a butcher all my life [...] a crippled family, three 
bastard sons, a slut bitch of a wife.” (63, CW 2) Kennedy points out how 
Pinter’s shaping here is an initiation towards shaping of the larger contraries in 
the end. 
7) The minute inner shaping of the dialogues and monologues of Landscape 
and Silence. The first involves the ‘interweaving’ of two contrasting voices of 
Beth and Duff. Also in Silence these contrasts work on every level of images, 
structure and rhythm of the language. Of these Kennedy writes: “The musical 
rhythmic patterns—the sound of words emerging out of timed pauses and 
silences—may be played out, may become the play.” (188-189) 
8) Shaping by intermingling two patterns of reality and fantasy within an 
implicit plot structure, as in Old Times. In the surface banality of the 
dialogue, Pinter loops the conversation enough to intrigue the audience. The 
verbal texture here (though as important as the other two memory plays 
Landscape and Silence) is more firm, and the various sections add up to move 
towards a significant recognition. 
9) In No Man’s Land Pinter’s Mannerist shaping falls within a looser 
structure, more like Joyce’s style,involving speech forging by both Hirst and 
Spooner , which, (in the words of Kennedy),  parody “ a whole set of verbal 
postures and impostures taking in its stride a gallery of pastiche voices ( from 
generalized Georgian to precise Prufrock)”  and “ the nearest thing to a direct 
linguistic satire” (225, Dramatic Dialogue)  
 
       Pinter’s No Man’s Land(1974) is one of the finest example of his bricolage 
technique, consisting of parodies and pastiches from literary styles of various authors: 
from oblique references to Marlow’s ‘Passionate Shepherd’ (in Spooner’s speech, “let 
me live with you and be your secretary”(146)); Dylan Thomas’ ‘The Fern’ (“ who 
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knows they may quicken ... in their chain in their glass jars”(137)); Shakespeare’s 
Iago from Othello (“ And I am an honest man”(147)) and Eliot’s Prufrock ( “I have 
seen this before”(96, 117, 118, 135-CW4))  
     Interestingly, it is notable that the Eliot like refrain “I have known this before” that 
recurs throughout the play, begins the lines in which Pinter self- parodies from his 
own oeuvre, recounting scenes and also foreshadowing those that come in his later 
plays: 
1. “I have known this before. The exit through the door, by the way of belly 
and the floor.” (96,CW4) ( reminds us of blind Rose from The Room crawling 
after Bert’s exit towards the door, shouting ‘I can’t see” and Stanley’s exit in a 
catatonic state from his boarding house in The Birthday Party ) 
2. “I have known this before. Morning. A locked door. A house of silence 
and strangers.” (117, CW4) ( Eerie silence before Stanley’s exit from the 
house with the strangers in The Birthday Party) 
3. “I have known this before. The door unlocked. The entrance of a 
stranger. The offer of alms. The shark in the harbour.” (118, CW4) ( A 
Birthday Party, The Caretaker, The Homecoming, A Slight Ache) 
4. “I have known this before. The voice unheard. A listener. The command 
from an upper floor.” (135, CW4) ( The Dumb Waiter, Hothouse) 
       Pinter’s plays of the nineties, took a turn to concern with love, violence and larger 
political issues and questions of justice that brought into being, a new lens to view his 
plays through another kind of perspective. His later political plays focus on people 
with power, who delude themselves and others in the name of idealism; plays that 
expose the “destructive power of seeming good intentions” ( ixxiv, Penelope Prentice, 
The Pinter Ethic) 
       Pinter’s political plays, mainly One for the Road (1984), Party Time (1991) and 
The Mountain Language (1988) unmask such horrific political realities that imbricate 
postmodern discursive practices and misogynistic animus in their representation. 
Through effective use of dialogue Pinter unravels the postmodern legitimizing 
strategies adopted by the totalitarian and even the so called democratic regimes. In 
One for the Road and Party Time for example, two methods (as explained by Jean 
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Francois Lyotard, a French philosopher, sociologist and a literary theorist), have been 
shown as being used by totalitarian states, in order to justify their authoritarianism, 
and in “dispersing the absence of foundational legitimization; both making recourse to 
narration [where one procedure] directs this dispersion upstream towards an origin, 
the other [...] downstream, towards an end.” (41, Postmodern Explained).   
       In One for the Road, Pinter conveys valorisation of nationalism through 
Lyotard’s “upstream” method, in Nicholas’ (the state torturer’s) allusions of “sharing 
a common heritage.” (232, Plays 4) This has been represented by Gila’s father, in his 
association with tradition of ‘nationalist heroism’. Nicholas glorifies him in the 
tradition, by making an exalted Shakespearean connection (of him with Hamlet 
Senior) by calling him “poor perturbed spirit”, (just what Hamlet calls his father). 
Such a glorification (as explained by Nicholas) is one from the “Voice of God” (227, 
Plays 4) or “the man who runs the country” (234, Plays 4), both of whom Nicholas 
claims to represent, himself. He also voices his wariness of State’s common enemies 
namely ‘women’ (who are merely good as ‘volunteer’ sex objects, that can be used in 
the State run brothel for the soldiers); as well as of the postmodern concern, of 
subverting the traditional binary dominance/ subjugation practice, which threatens to 
destroy the ‘purity’ on which patriarchal totalitarian regimes rely, in their aim to 
“keep the world clean for God.” (246, Plays 4) 
       In Party Time, Pinter fictionally actualizes the use of Lyotard’s “downstream” 
method used by another ideological and repressive State Apparatus. The autocrats of 
Party Time rely on an “idea to realize”, which is a utopian dream of a future filled 
with freedom and luxury. Such men of power, justify their brutal methods of 
subjugating opposition as a historical necessity; and use hegemonic practices as 
means of attaining “cast iron peace” without any “leaks” or “draughts”.(292, Plays4). 
In these political plays Pinter sketches adroitly the methods by which brutality and 
violence are legitimated in political discourse and narratives. 
       The Mountain Language is a presentation of imperialism and the methods of 
operations by the colonialist forces, and where the colonised are cast as the wretched 
‘Other’ with all the possible denigration which the term applies. By the use of 
ruthlessly crude terminology, Pinter sketches the Colonialist’s Discourse which 
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defines the subaltern in derogatory manner, with its emphasis on bestial sexuality, 
intellectual depravity and limitation, and also accusing them of immorality and 
decadence. The local mountain people are denigrated by the colonist Sergeant as 
‘enemies of the state’ and ‘shithouses’ and same as ‘dogs’: “Every dog has a name! 
They answer to their name. They are given a name by their parents and that is their 
name; that is their name! Before they bite they state their name. It’s a formal 
procedure ....”(253-254, Plays 4, emphasis mine). By repeating the word ‘name’ six 
times in the speech above, Pinter seems to emphasise the derogatory connotation of 
regional naming (Kurdish/ Irish/ Jewish/ ethnic).  
       Also in The Mountain Language, Pinter’s theatrical technique involves 
disjuncture to serve as an act of disclosure. Jean Colleran in her essay ‘Disjuncture as 
Theatrical and Postmodern Practice’ comments on Pinter’s method saying that Pinter 
establishes “connections between presence and authority [through] non-discursive 
juxtaposition”. She goes on to explain this technical method adopted by Pinter by 
discussing a particular scene from the play:  
In this scene, the officer explained why mountain language is outlawed. In a 
curious logic [...] the officer declares in the midst of mountain people speaking 
their language that the language is “dead”. This arbitrary, indeed false 
designation enables the next set of formulations: the mountain language is not 
permitted, it is “outlawed” it is “forbidden”. This prohibition is a “military 
decree”. The decree is “the law. Then the logic is reversed: “your language is 
forbidden. It is dead. No one is allowed to speak your language. Your 
language no longer exists.” The officer’s language relies on an arbitrary but 
powerful establishment of presence, which in turn becomes an establishment 
of power. Articulation becomes definition becomes decree. Equivalences 
drawn linguistically [...] become equivalences in fact. The end result is the 
desired result: the language described as dead becomes dead. (61, Pinter at 
Sixty)  
       In Ashes to Ashes (1996) Pinter experimented with an innovative fusion of the 
‘private-political’ and the ‘public-political’. The play deals with an individual’s 
response to a totalitarian state set-up. It is a play of dense texture, where the language 
comes thick and fast, as has discussed here, in the chapter on the play. 
       Pinter’s use of language always involved a rhythm, which has been his innovative 
method of striking a relation between natural conversation and music, a style that 
creates tension between spontaneity and ‘natural artifice’ that Pinter affects in his 
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dramatic dialogue. Such a unique blend creates theatrical qualities, which co-exist in 
tandem despite their structural opposition. The fusion of the binaries like naturalism 
with artifice, flow with fragmentation and de-familiarisation with the break of speech 
rhythms, have all given Pinter’s plays a poetic quality. 
       Rhythm and timing form an important part of Pinter’s plays to create meaning. 
The broken developments in the very flow of language have important implications 
for interpretation. Such a ‘brokenness’ is written in Pinter’s plays, by the author, in 
the ‘shape’ of Pauses and Silences, within the very structures of the plays. Two very 
significant Pinter critics among others, Martin Esslin and Peter Hall (also a drama 
director) have discussed Pinter’s pauses and silences at length. About a question put 
up by one of the protagonists, (Len, in Pinter’s novel The Dwarfs who discusses poets 
climbing from ‘word to word’, suddenly asks “what do they do when they come to a 
line with no words in it at all?”) Esslin writes:  
The answer to that question is that drama is a kind of poetry that can find 
room for unspoken charge of the unspoken line. What speaks on the stage is 
the situation itself: the characters who confront each other in silence; what has 
gone before and the expectation, the suspense as to what will happen next. 
Pinter’s pauses and silences are often the climaxes of his plays, the still centres 
of the storm, the nuclei of tension around which whole action is structured. 
(56, Language) 
       Pinter’s pauses and silences have therefore been minutely studied and interpreted, 
in relation to their context and the situations that they inhabit. Esslin describes these 
variously as “a line of dialogue” an “unwillingness to communicate” or the 
“speechlessness of total collapse” and “catatonic collapse” and also as “the silence of 
gradual fading of memory [and the] inevitable dissolution of human personality 
itself.” (57Language) Esslin cites the effectiveness of these pauses and silences as a 
“direct consequence of the density of texture of [Pinter’s] writing: each syllable and 
each silence is part of an overall design, all portions of which are totally 
integrated.”(58) 
       Peter Hall, in his essay ‘Directing Plays of Pinter’, sees the placement of Pinter’s 
pauses as “meticulously considered”, ones which “give precise form to the seemingly 
ordinary and emotional power to the mundane” (148) an ellipsis in his dialogue may 
express a temporary hesitancy or pressure point or a search for an appropriate term. 
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Thus a Pinter’s pause becomes a dramatic speech which may be expressive of an 
‘act’. The silence, Hall feels, on the other hand is longer moments of stillness that 
signify “extreme crisis” like deep anger after a verbal conflict, where it becomes 
necessary to change the subject, and from where the attitude of the character may 
become transformed. Hall comments: “As members of audience, we should feel what 
happens in a pause, but we can be, and should be frequently surprised by the change 
in the character as he emerges from a silence [which is] often unexpected and highly 
dramatic.” (148) Thus ellipsis, pauses and silences in Pinter express “moments of 
turbulence and crisis” and change. Pinter appropriates these as a part of his dialogue 
and requires the actors to fill them up accurately with all their appropriate 
implications. 
       Silences and pauses in Pinter, are therefore to be felt by the reader/ audience and 
the actors in order to be understood. In the close reading of the plays that have been 
chosen for this study, the attempt is to mark this precisely subtle and implicit 
differentiation in order to assimilate and endorse his plays with accurate messages that 
they try to convey. It is also noticeable, that when written into Pinter’s complex texts, 
these pauses and silences impart meaning to various multi-linear or vertical structures, 
dynamically and changing variously within the same plays that offer different models 
of complex social exchange in assorted domains of different scopes and complexity. 
AIMS AND METHODOLOGY: 
       This Thesis aims at a series of observations and disclosures based on close 
reading and analysis, which involves an examination and recognition of the various 
devises and technical methods employed by the playwright in the constructing his 
plays, mainly of the ones that have been chosen for study here. The basis of 
terminology used for the analyses has been taken from that used by various drama 
critics and playwrights and may well modify or provide variations and additions on to 
the construction techniques (employed by Pinter) discussed so far. Some discussions 
by the critics of Pinter that do not pertain to the specific empirical discussion related 
to the topic may have been ignored. 
       The selection of plays, chosen for study is based upon the relevance of the topic 
for the thesis, which aims to lay emphasis on stagecraft technique of Pinter as a 
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postmodern dramatist. Therefore, the choice of most of the plays is of those that were 
written by him for stage performance (Pinter’s oeuvre also consists of various radio 
plays, television and screen plays). The selection is further based on the variations in 
techniques in the course of development of the playwright’s oeuvre; of plays adopting 
methods that have been landmarks for the author’s change in, or the refinement of his 
technique or important points of peripety in his craftsmanship.  
       The methods chosen for treatment of the plays vary in different chapters in 
accordance to the varying demands of the dramaturgical analysis. This is in order to 
delve deeper into the already explained technical methods of Pinter plays, for a more 
extensive analysis, that will make the plays emerge in a new light, and also in some 
cases reflect the contemporary world situations on a wider level. 
       As there have been only been a few filmed versions of some of the plays that 
were available for viewing, under such a circumstance, precedence has been given to 
dealing with some plays as autonomous texts, rather than as performance art. This 
unfortunately, might have resulted in missing out on the more intense effects of 
performed pauses and silences, and the audio visual effects. Yet, the effort has been to 
discuss the importance of some as ‘heard’ and ‘felt’ in the mind, in an attempt to 
decipher what they may signify and how they signify on a multi- linear level.  
       The attempt has been to read the plays on almost all levels, be they interpersonal 
relations of domestic power struggle, or of the larger domain of historical and socio 
political or global significance. Therefore, this extensive analysis also includes their 
allegorical, symbolic and historical significance; of both the time at which they were 
written, and also as harbingers and a media of fore warning; and of creating a general 
awareness and awakening of the masses. 
       The second chapter (after this first Introduction chapter) focuses on reading 
Pinter’s first two comedies of menace, namely The Room (1957) and The Birthday 
Party (1958). The Room which specifically sees the genesis of the central poetic 
image of Pinter plays (two people in a room), sets in motion a recurrent motif of 
almost entire Pinter oeuvre. The basic themes and Pinter’s idiom and style are 
elements contained in this play, which later developed within his longer plays that are 
a blend of the hyper-naturalistic and absurdist technique and are called Pinteresque 
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Comedies of Menace (mainly The Birthday Party, The Dumb Waiter and A Slight 
Ache). 
       The third chapter is a detailed analysis of Pinter’s realistic play The Caretaker 
(1959) in which Pinter employs a method close to minimalist hyper- realism, with a 
more than accurate rendering of various kinds of idioms and jargons, and a language 
of ‘lived encounter’ recreated by mannered distortions rendering both inarticulateness 
and glib speech in poetic juxtaposition. 
       The fourth chapter deals with what have been categorized as Pinter’s landmark 
Memory Plays. Two plays, Landscape (1968) and Silence (1969), have been studied 
in this chapter. These plays saw a sudden shift from the traditionally Pinteresque to a 
turning inwards, an innovative step in drama, where the technique adopted was 
similar to the stream of consciousness technique of modern novelists namely James 
Joyce and Virginia Woolf. Pinter’s technique of building the plays involved an 
intertwining of monologues, where images that begin to develop as realistic, slowly 
blur to a dream like impressionistic quality. While in Landscape Pinter sets up word 
portraits built with a juxtaposition of subtle interior monologue with crude speech; in 
Silence Pinter posits the process or the ‘howness’ of life proceeding as “a semi 
transparent envelope surrounding us from the beginning of our consciousness to the 
end.” (Virginia Woolf, The Common Reader, e book) 
       Chapter V deals with Old Times (1970) in which Pinter develops the statis of 
Landscape and Silence into mysteriously subtle action, where he utilizes an 
innovative technique of  an ever changing and dynamic minimalistic positioning of 
the characters with their situations and in relation to each other, as well as flowing 
into permutations that create startling effects. 
       Ashes to Ashes (1996), has been taken up in the sixth chapter, which is one of 
Pinter’s later socio-political and historical play. Here Pinter experiments with 
affecting a brilliant amalgamation of private and public domains, fusing his earlier 
ambiguous mode of writing with his later explicit and direct method.   
       The plays that have not been chosen for extensive study as separate chapters, 
have contributed significantly in the enumeration of Pinter’s innovative technical 
methods that  have been discussed in the Introduction or the first chapter here.  
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       The seventh and final chapter consists of the conclusions drawn in relation to the 
study of Pinter’s dramaturgy and its analysis within this thesis. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
LANGUAGE GAMES: MENACE MATERIALIZED  
(THE ROOM AND THE BIRTHDAY PARTY) 
        Harold Pinter (1930-2008) has been one of the best British playwrights, who 
have been unanimously hailed as the precursor of postmodernism in the field of 
drama along with his senior European contemporaries, Samuel Beckett and Eugene 
Ionesco. It would, however be more accurate to say that Pinter took over from where 
the absurd dramatists left, exploring a wider field, and where no one body of theory or 
categorization could be employed singularly to his work. It has always been a difficult 
task to define a playwright, who bore several tags. His work emerged as being slotted 
on multi dimensional levels. Yet what baffled the critics in the beginning was the non-
definite definition of puzzling pieces of writings, which seemed as un- verifiable as 
they appeared ‘nonsensical’. It was only after some dust had settled down (concerning 
the clamour against him) that his early writings became slotted as ‘Comedies of 
Menace’, which included plays like The Room (his first play written in 1957), The 
Birthday Party,and  The Slight Ache, to name a few. The term was coined first by 
David Compton in 1958, who used it in connection with The Birthday Party as it was 
a play that reflected (thematically) a mixed mood of being as comic as it seemed 
threateningly cruel.  
        Technically, Pinter worked with words, shaping them into a dense complex 
texture with astonishing élan and expertise. Quite rightly, Andrew Kennedy has 
attributed the title “Comedy of Mannerism” to his plays, in this respect. Pinter’s 
dramatic literary work has proved an interesting study of structural shaping in the 
compositional frame of his dialogue and textural verbal varieties and complexities of 
everyday speech. The tools applied by the dramatist include various stylistic features 
and verbal devices like patterns of syntax and rhythm, vernacular vocabulary, sounds 
leading to perception of verbal mode and tone, to the smallest details of precise 
subtleties. Even ellipses, pauses and silences have been used by the dramatist as 
rhythms and a mode of dramatic action.   
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        Pinteresque—the paradox of wide acclaim, which was attributed to Pinter’s 
writings, is synonymous with everyday conversation, which is full of (to quote Ronald 
Hayman) “bad syntax, tautologies, pleonasms, repetitions, non-sequiturs and self-
contradictions.” (1-2, Harold Pinter) It reveals its unique aspect in the adroit usage in 
a tightlycontrolled dialogue where “[e]very syllable, every inflection, the succession 
of long and short sounds, words and sentences are calculated to a nicety.”(2) Pinter’s 
virtuosity lies in his artful inter weaving of narratives, which consequently produce 
disconcerting models of a complex nature of social exchange in the domains of 
varying scope and complexities. What we find in Pinter’s drama is essentially a post-
modernistic fusion of several elemental generic modes (naturalism, expressionism, 
and the absurdist) and it becomes difficult to classify his plays under a single rubric. 
        Pinter’s innovation lies in capitalising on the non-smooth and non-logical aspects 
of real life conversation transforming the minimal colloquial to aesthetic 
expressiveness through, what Koestler in his The Act of Creation calls, the process of 
infolding: 
The intention is ... to make [the message] more luminous by 
compelling the recipient to work it out by himself to reveal it. 
Hence the message must be handed to him in implied form- and 
implied means ‘folded in’. To make it unfold, he must fill in the 
gaps, complete the hint, and see through the symbolic disguise. 
(25, qtd. in Andrew Kennedy, Six Dramatists) 
        Pinter does this by neatly structuring and manipulating the vernacular till the 
extrapolative dynamics of the apparently banal becomes explicit through his handling 
of the idiom. Organising speech artistically, to produce a theatrical illusion of daily 
discourse, Pinter experiments to expose how a mass of dead and atrophied terminology 
when suffused with tension between the characters inarticulateness can create a highly 
charged atmosphere of menace. As Pinter himself puts it in his essay “Writing for the 
Theatre”: “The more acute the experience, the less articulate its expression.”(11,           
CW 1) 
       The dramatist worked at creating patterns of dialogue based on everyday speech. 
His fragmentary narratives have a consistent rhythmic construction which produces a 
kind of symbolic charge which is absent in conventional realism. It is Pinter’s 
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innovative ability to exploit the energy produced out of such formalisations that gives 
birth to the underlying tension, the menace, and the absurd in his comedies. 
       In Pinter’s early ‘Comedies of Menace’ the ‘quasi-naturalism’ in the plays is so 
compellingly accurate that they can be termed as ‘hyper real’. One requires a keen 
sense of perception to decipher the modulations and modifications that the dramatist 
made from real life observations on which his early plays, The Room and The Birthday 
Party have been based. The two plays, that engender the theme of the menacing 
invasion and the fearful evasion, have been discussed in this chapter. 
1. 
       For a first play, The Room (which was written within a span of four days) exhibits 
an astonishing mastery of dialogue. Martin Esslin comments about the play: 
... each character[in the play] has his own style of speech and 
wittily observed vernacular with its rambling syntax and 
tautologies which is brilliantly modulated into intensity of 
poetic climax between Rose and Riley. (69, Pinter the 
Playwright) 
       Like in other early plays Pinter’s primary concern here is presenting a  ‘situation’ 
that involves two (or three)  people  in a room and where the visual and the verbal 
together shape up thought into a potent build up of menace which leads to a shocking 
impact. In a programme brochure to a stage performance of the play Pinter warned: 
Given a man in a room and he will sooner or later receive 
a visitor. A visitor entering the room will enter with 
intent.... A man in the room who receive a visit is likely 
to be illuminated or horrified by it.... however much it is 
expected the entrance when it comes is almost always 
unwelcome.(44, qtd. in Pinter the Playwright) 
       Pinter uses language like putty, to shape up his verbal-visual themes, which 
mostly concern ambiguous identity and motivation, difficulty of verification, 
contradictoriness and ambivalence. This shaping involves a montage technique in a 
textual sequence, using dramatic devices of Commedia dell arte, vaudeville, parody 
and pastiche, the conventional Greek stichomythia, extended soliloquy, misplaced 
literalism, bathos and also various other rhetorical and syntactic devices.  
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        True to Pinter’s own words, his plays are “about what their title is about” and the 
central image in The Room is two people in a room (an image which becomes a 
recurrent motif in several of his plays that follow in his oeuvre). Pinter created 
dramatic suspense, using basic ingredients of “pure literary theatre” involving people, 
a door on the stage, and a poetic image of unidentified fear and expectation.  
       To begin, with examining the salient features to the play’s dramaturgy that helps 
shape up the theme, the stage set up is periodically realistic and evocatively detailed: a 
utilitarian drab and a murky refuge full of household furniture and crockery and 
warmed up with a fire in the fireplace. In contrast to the realistic details of the set up, 
Pinter de-familiarizes and deconstructs social realism by creating an ambiguity about 
characters identification and their environment.  
       Gradually in the course of the play, the realistic visual image of the room that has 
been projected on the proscenium undergoes a modification through use of verbal 
means by the landlord, Mr. Kidd with his lack of surety about the dimensions and the 
suggestively uncountable floors in the building in which the room is situated :  
ROSE. How many floors you got in this house? 
MR KIDD Floors (he laughs) Ah, we had a good few of them in old 
days. 
ROSE. How many have you got now?  
MR KIDD. Well, to tell you the truth, I don’t count them now. (108, 
CW 1) 
An atmosphere of menace is created by the suggestive infinity of a staircase that 
disappears into oblivion in the space above, which is an image of a Kafkaesque 
nightmare. This image is further enhanced during the course of the play when Mrs. 
Sands in her speech says:  
... Anyway ... we came up and we went to the top. There 
was a door locked on the stairs. So there might have been 
another floor [s]  ...” (117) 
       Pinter’s virtuosity thus, lies in his subtly gradual intensification of the 
atmosphere of menace through the application of hyper realistic demotic dialogue that 
proceeds forward like a musical theme, which builds up and reaches a crescendo in its 
45 
 
finally shocking elements. Since menace is the major theme of The Room,Pinter 
deliberately destroys clues that might lead to a rational appraisal of the play. In fact 
irrationality becomes his theme since it is synonymously suggestive of menace. 
       The purpose of the textual analysis here is to elucidate the technique that Pinter 
employed to shape up his theme. The tension inherent in the language dynamics has 
been handled so adroitly by the dramatist that even the most banal conversation is put 
through linguistic devices of rhythm and beat, pauses and silences in order to work 
dramatic wonders with the language.  
       Rose’s four page opening monologue is fraught with pleonasms, fragmentariness 
and banality of real life conversation which, (likewise) does not proceed with 
smoothness or logically. With speech alongside action in the stage directions, Pinter 
fuses the verbal with the visual to create, what can oxymoronically be referred to as 
fragmentary- spontaneity of the idiom: 
ROSE. Here you are. This will keep the cold out  
She places bacon and eggs on a plate, turns off gas and 
takes the plate to the table. 
It’s very cold out; I can tell you, It’s murder  
She returns to the stove pours the water from the kettle 
into the teapot turns off the gas.... cuts slices of bread Bert 
begins to eat. 
That’s right you eat that. You’ll need it. You can tell it in 
here. Still the room keeps warm. It’s better than the 
basement anyway. 
She butters the bread 
I don’t know how they live down there. It’s asking for 
trouble. Go on. Eat it up. It’ll do you good. 
.............................................................................................I
’ve never seen who it is. Who is it? Who lives down there? 
I’ll have to ask. I mean you might as well know Best. 
Pause 
I think it’s changed hands since I was last there – I didn’t 
see who arrived in there... 
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Pause 
............................................................................................ 
Shegoes to the table and slices bread 
I’ll have some cocoa on when you come back. 
She goes to the window and settles the curtains 
No this room is alright for me. When it is cold for 
instance. 
She goes to the table. 
What about the rasher? Was it alright? It was a good one. I 
know, but not as good as the last lot I got in. 
She goes to the rocking chair and sits 
Anyway I haven’t been out. I haven’t been so well.... 
Don’t worry Bert. You go. You won’t be long. 
She rocks 
It’s good you were up here, I can tell you. It’s good 
weren’t down there, in the basement. That’s no joke. Oh. 
I’ve left the tea. I’ve left the tea standing. (101-103) 
The apparent spontaneity of the visual-verbal inconsistencies is a well designed 
shaping of the monologue by a playwright who spoke about this method in his speech 
on writing for the theatre in Bristol in 1962.   
I play meticulous attention ... from the shape of a sentence to the 
overall structure of the play. This shaping is of first importance.... a 
double thing happens. You arrange and you listen following the 
clues you leave for yourself through the characters. And sometimes 
a balance is found where image can freely engender image and 
where you are able to keep your sights on the place where 
characters are silent and in hiding. It is in the silence that they are 
most evident to me. (14, CW 1) 
       Thus ‘shaping’ in Pinter’s plays produces an ever mounting tension and the need 
for the dialogue to express the ‘known’ and the ‘unspoken’. Pinter goads his audience 
to explore the ‘territory’ in between what is said and what is left unsaid (pauses and 
silence); to explore those attributes of language that arise from elusive and evasive 
obstructions and unwillingness of his characters in their speech, and to explore or lay 
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bare the subtext from beneath the “smokescreen” of language fortress that they erect 
around themselves.   
       In Rose’s opening monologue, there lie scattered, clues that have an implicit 
reference to darkness, insecurity, cold, fear and even death. Her constant jabbering 
creates a tension under which we can glimpse an equivocal and ambivalent 
relationship. As Sanjay Kumar put it “Mrs. Rose ... has to chatter all the way to keep 
the ball rolling between him (her husband) and her. The language employed is useful 
method of avoiding total silence.” (27, Language as Stratagem) 
       Rose’s constant prattle, interrupted only by her own fidgety movements and 
pauses, keep returning in an obsessive compulsive manner to the subject of the 
basement; something she obviously fears as a dark, unsettling and ominously 
claustrophobic place. Rose seems to reassure herself about the safety of her refuge by 
constantly comparing her “warm” room with the cold and damp basement. This she 
does while she keeps wrapping her cardigan around her, an action which reveals 
contradiction in her speech and behaviour. 
       Her constantly favourable reiterations about her room and its apparent safety 
suggest hints of her underlying suspicion about the place. She seems to be desperately 
trying to defend what she actually subconsciously wishes to reject:  
If they ever ask you Bert, I am quite happy where I am. We’re 
quite, we’re all right. You’re happy up here. It’s not far up 
either when you come in from outside. And we’re not bothered 
and nobody bothers us.(103, CW 1. emphasis mine) 
In this instance Pinter makes the word ‘happy’ early on in the speech deconstruct itself 
with the use of word ‘bother’ in the end, rendering the ‘happiness’ she speaks of as 
doubtful.  Again, she verges on desperation to make herself believe that what she 
thinks about the room is true. This Pinter affects by making her speech a parody of the 
persuasive advertising and marketing jargon:  
It’s a good room. You’ve got a chance in a place like this. I 
look after you don’t I Bert? Like when they offered us the 
basement here I said no straight off.... No, you’ve got a 
window here, you can move yourself you can come home at 
night if you have to go out, you can do your job, you can come 
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home. You’re all right. And I’m here. You stand a chance. 
(105, emphasis mine) 
       With the use of what is termed as ‘phatic’ speech and the repetitions along with a 
salesman’s jargon, Pinter makes apparent Rose’s desperation to ‘sell’ the place along 
with herself in it, favourably to her husband whose interest seems to be waning in her ( 
a fact explicit in his lack of response to her wooing).  Here Rose’s ‘surface lie’ 
defends a deeper lie since she obviously is not safe in the squalor of a hole:  a 
mysterious nightmarishly gigantic building with a shadowy threat that lurks in the 
basement, a nutty landlord, and a taciturn dominant thug of a husband.  
       The repetitions  of two “you have” and four “you can” in the frenetic speech 
reveals an underlying panic that becomes apparent when we see Rose moving towards 
the absurd with the argument “you can move yourself ” , “you can come home at 
night”-, “you can do your job”. (105)The speech rhythm developed through repetitions 
is syntactically ritualistic, which is in order to evoke a feeling of dignity. They spring 
from her need to create an image of a luxuriously beneficial haven, to lure her man 
back to her every time he goes out. This springs from an existential fear of being 
alone. 
       Her attempts to work on Bert’s psyche with words as her tools; coaxing him and 
making him believe that he needs her for his own good,  is actually a desperate act to 
ensure his return back to her who she knows is ten years younger and thereby stronger 
than her is evident in her speech acts:  
I don’t know whether you ought to go out. I mean you 
shouldn’t straight after you’re been laid up. Still don’t worry 
Bert. You go. (104) 
and 
Its good you weren’t down in the basement ... Those walls 
would have finished you off. (104) 
also 
Nice weak tea. Lovely weak tea.Here you are. Drink it 
down. I’ll wait for mine. Anyway, I’ll have it a bit stronger. 
(104, emphasis mine) 
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are all suggestive of her rubbing it in, in no uncertain terms that he is dependent and 
she is stronger than him. She tries to please Bert by praising his driving skill. Pinter 
makes her hammer the ‘fact’ by making her use the device of tautological 
repetitiveness and pleonasms: 
I know you can drive. I’m not saying you can’t drive. I 
mentioned to Mr. Kidd this morning that you’d be doing a run 
today. I told him you hadn’t been two grand, but I said, still, 
he’s a marvellous drive. I wouldn’t mind what time, where, 
nothing. Bert, you know how to drive I told him. (104) 
Yet her words ring untrue. With a clue in a single statement “I told him you hadn’t 
been too grand” the structure of the praise build up earlier, tumbles down bathetically. 
It is such multi layered dimensionality, and the subversive and self contradictory 
aspect of Pinter’s speeches that lends them their insidious power, all achieved by his 
use of language dynamics from one words clue to another. 
       Language signifies pointers and movements both in its spoken and written forms. 
It is full of potential drama if punctuated with right inflection, pauses and silences and 
its vocal articulations and tonality. It is interesting to note that, during Rose’s extended 
monologue, Bert’s silence becomes a part of what can oxymoronically be called ‘silent 
speech’ as a metaphor. While Bert’s silence creates humour for the audience, it is also 
a cause of enhancing tension and insecurity in Rose.  By juxtaposing Rose’s loquacity 
against Bert’s silence, Pinter dramatises desperation, in her jostling with speech in 
order to communicate with Bert (who stonewalls her with his with an adamant 
muteness) and her failure to do so. His taciturnity is actually a passive aggressive 
denial on his part, to second her opinion and also his mute refusal to respond to her 
xenophobic need for protection from the tenebrous forces, which she believes, lurk in 
the basement of the building. Pinter here creates a sense of irony in the growing 
vacuum of uncertainty, fear and darkness in the room—a vacuum enhanced by Bert’s 
silence. Thus the latent menace in Rose’s apparent gibberish stands exposed when 
Pinter counterpoints it with Bert’s silence.  With the introduction of Mr. Kidd (the 
landlord) on the scene, Bert’s silence assumes a threatening quality. In his failure to 
respond to Mr. Kidd’s queries, Bert clearly reveals himself as a passive aggressive 
being.    
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       The subtext in Rose’s speech becomes more regulated and noticeable when Pinter 
precedes or terminates it with a pause. The pauses illustrate not only a continuing 
thought process, but they also seek a response. At certain points, they have also been 
used to change the subject or signify the end of one movement and the beginning of 
another. 
       Pinter’s illustrative mode of expression is presentational which he actuates 
through sets of images and language patterns that are consummate with his thematic 
clusters. He achieves a fusion of speech acts with physical action or inaction, and the 
entire scenario of stage setting, lighting or body language is organized as either a 
thematic extension or contradictions. But the main structural principle is the use of 
language, and its shifting dynamics.  
       The interaction between Rose and Mr. Kidd exhibits a lack of co-ordination 
between the two speakers. Language as human discourse portrays another pattern here 
by becoming a vehicle of evading issues and of masking reality. As Guido Almansi 
puts it: 
Pinter’s characters are often abject, stupid, vile, and 
aggressive; but they are always intelligent enough in their 
capacity as conscientious and persistent liars.... They are 
too cunning in their cowardice to be compared to noble 
animals. They are perverted in their action and speech; 
hence human. (qtd. in Silence and Silencing, Chittaranjan 
Misra) 
Mr. Kidd who enters the room on the pretext of checking the pipes is 
questioned by Rose: 
     ROSE. It’s a shame you have to go out in this weather Mr. Kidd. Don’t 
you have a help?  
 MR KIDD. Eh? 
 ROSE. I thought you had a woman to help.  
 MR KIDD. I haven’t got any woman.  
 ROSE. I thought you had one when we first came in.  
 MR KIDD. No women here. 
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 ROSE. Maybe I was thinking of someone else. 
 MR KIDD. Plenty of women round the corner. Not here thought oh no. Eh 
have I seen that before? (106, CW 1) 
Here Rose plays the invasive role and probes subtly, the darker involvements of the 
landlord. Mr. Kidd, on his part, offers a comical denial and skirts the issue with a non 
sequitur posing a counter question in the same breath. “Eh have I seen that before?” 
pointing to Rose’s rocking chair suggesting that she may have stolen it: 
 MR KIDD. I seem to have some remembrance of it. 
 ROSE. It’s just an old rocking chair. 
 MR KIDD. Was it here when you came? 
 ROSE. No I brought it myself. 
 MR KIDD. I could swear blind I have seen that before. 
 ROSE. Perhaps you have. (106) 
The mutual attitude strikes one as non-trusting, and the language, though used 
unsparingly, reveals nothing. Mr. Kidd’s unwillingness to impart information is 
illustrated further when Rose slowly and obliquely broaches the subject of the 
basement. 
 ROSE. It must get a bit damp downstairs. 
 MR KIDD. Not as bad as upstairs. 
 ROSE. What about downstairs? 
 MR KIDD. Eh? 
 ROSE. What about downstairs? 
 MR KIDD. What about it? 
 ROSE. Must get a bit damp. 
 MR KIDD. A bit. Not as bad as upstairs though. (108) 
       Rose’s repeated prodding about  the dark ‘downstairs’ or the basement yields no 
illuminating facts although very unobtrusively, the rhythm generated by the upstairs / 
downstairs exchange although comic, introduces the subject of staircase, which is the 
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fateful passage linking the room to the danger; of basement at one end and infinity or 
death at the other. Mr. Kidd’s answer to Rose’s question about the number of floors in 
the building introduces an image of a horrific menace. 
 ROSE. How many floors you got in this house? 
 MR KIDD. Floors (He laughs). Ah, we had a good few of them in the old 
days. 
 ROSE. How many have you got now? 
 MR KIDD. Well, to tell you the truth, I don’t count them now. (108) 
Without actual reference to either the Gothic or the supernatural Mr. Kidd’s 
implication of an endless, ever growing staircase that seems to fade into oblivion in the 
sky, produces surrealistic horror of the chiaroscuro technique usually applied in 
Expressionist paintings. Mr. Kidd’s deliberate obfuscation of facts is menacing and 
gives a new depth to the already sinister situation. Herein lies, Pinter’s innovative 
ability to inter-fuse the Kafkaesque with the quasi-naturalistic speech. Mr. Kidd’s 
elusive language continues with his uncalled for explanation as to why he couldn’t 
count the floors, by his linking of the ‘rejection of countable’ to his sister’s death: “I 
used to count them once....That was when my sister was alive”; a sister who “took 
after [his] mum”, who in turn was ‘perhaps’ a Jewess: “I think my mum was a Jewess, 
I wouldn’t be surprised to learn she was a Jewess.”.(109) Upon Rose’s further enquiry 
about the cause of his sister’s death, Mr. Kidd evades the topic with yet another non 
sequitur: 
 ROSE. What did your sister die of? 
 MR KIDD. Who? 
 ROSE. Your sister. 
     Pause 
 MR KIDD. I’ve made ends meet. (109) 
       Mr. Kidd’s stream of conscious like reverie which proceeds from the subject of 
staircase and his sister’s death, to the possibility of his own mother being of Jewish 
and therefore of a marginalized origin, is perhaps Pinter’s menacingly suggestive 
pointer about Rose’s own origin, and thereby her hazardous predicament leading to her 
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impending death. Thus the Pinter menace slowly but surely grows and proceeds to 
enhance Rose’s already tormented state of dark forebodings and her existential fear. 
       After Bert’s departure, the ostensible safety of the sequestered room of Rose, Rose 
is once again ‘bothered’ by the intrusion of a young couple namely Mr. and Mrs. 
Sands. This is Pinter’s creation of yet another ‘situation’. The potentially young 
usurpers ready to oust the middle-aged couple is a very real threat. Rose becomes 
intensely wary, when she learns that the young couple is looking for a room in the 
building. As directed by the mysterious ‘voice’ in the basement, Mr. and Mrs. Sands 
land up at Rose’s doorstep. There ensues a confused conversation about the landlord’s 
identity after Rose invites them for a ‘warm up’ from the cold outside. The confusion 
between the identity of ‘Mr. Kidd’ and ‘Mr. Hudd’ creates a semantic ripple which, 
after a pause, drives Mrs. Sands to conclude that there may be two landlords. The 
pause here is a continuation of a thought process which makes one rationalize 
confusion by linking loose ends with possibilities. After yet another pause (during 
which his mind seems to over think towards the preposterous),Mr. Sands mutters: 
“That’ll be the day.” (113) With the ominous overtones of Mr. Sand’s statement, the 
theme shapes up and foregrounds a battlefield like situation  between Rose’s two 
contenders: Bert and Riley.  
       The situation thus shaped by Pinter’s strategic use of language, introduces his 
famous theme of domination/subjugation. With various fragments of speeches that 
follow, Pinter portrays a contest of wills between the young Sands couple. This is his 
theatrical stratagem: of linking the local small scale with the larger scope of 
implication in the play. This Pinter affects through imaginatively orchestrated 
interaction between the three people present on the scene: 
 ROSE. Sit down here. You can get a good warm. 
 MRS SANDS. Thanks. She sits. 
 ROSE. Come over by the fire Mr. Sands. 
 MR SANDS. No, it’s all right. I’ll just stretch my legs. 
 MRS SANDS. Why? You haven’t been sitting down. 
 MR SANDS. What about it?  
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 MRS SANDS. Why don’t you sit down?  
 MR SANDS. Why should I? 
 MRS SANDS. You must be cold. 
 MR SANDS. I’m not. 
 MRS SANDS. You must be. Bring over a chair and sit down. 
 MR SANDS. I’m all right standing up. Thanks. 
 MRS SANDS. You don’t look one thing or the other standing up. 
 MR SANDS. I’m quiet all right Clarrisa. (112) 
       In Pinter’s work generally, sitting down is equivalent to having allowed oneself to 
be subjugated. Therefore it is a metaphor of defeat. Mr. Sand’s refusal to sit despite his 
wife’s repeated insistence is an assertion of his will and a refusal to be subjugated. 
Pinter’s economical use of language is remarkable here. With the phrases ‘sitting 
down’ and ‘standing up’ he conjoins the subordinate and the superior respectively. The 
battle of assertive /aggressive is so ridiculous that it verges on the comical. During the 
course of conversation with Rose, Mr. Sands absentmindedly sits on a table, an action 
Mrs. Sands pointedly exclaims about: 
 MRS SANDS. You’re sitting down! 
 MR SANDS. (jumping up),Who is ? 
     MRS SANDS. You were. 
 MR SANDS. Don’t be silly. I perched.  
 MRS SANDS. I saw you sit down. 
 MR SANDS. You did not see me sit down because I did not sit bloody 
well down. 
    I perched! (116) 
       Through the comic, yet aggressive denial of Mr. Sands of having sat down, Pinter 
builds up the tension which evokes a world of deeper subtext related to the politics of 
dominance / subservient in domestic relationship. Mr. and Mrs. Sands’ playing such 
verbal power games is a consciously orchestrated drama on Pinter’s part in order to 
illustrate a battle of wills that highlights the tension latent in Bert and Rose 
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relationship. It is possible, that through the Sands couple saga, Pinter affects a 
projection and externalization of the Bert-and-Rose- tension. 
       Enduring repeated snubs from her husband, Mrs. Sands finally slips into what may 
be termed as an ‘extended soliloquy’. This is one of Pinter’s devices of a dark parody 
of the lofty mode of an Elizabethan dramatic convention. With his extended 
soliloquies, Pinter applies techniques that demand a forceful exertion of language 
which becomes an image of a character in a tense combat, desperately seeking control 
of a situation and of self expression. When the tension between the characters 
escalates, one of the contestants resorts to this device, as does Mrs. Sands. After 
having been rebuffed five times by her husband, Mrs. Sands finally resorts to an 
unstoppable blathering:  
MRS SAND. Yes, Mrs. Hudd, you see the thing is Mrs. Hudd, we’d heard 
they’d got a room to let here, so we thought we’d come along and have a 
look. Because we’re looking for a place you see, somewhere quiet and we 
know this district was quiet, and we passed the house a few months ago, 
but we thought we’d call of an evening, to catch the landlord, so we came 
along this evening. Well, when we got here we walked in the front door 
and it was very dark in the hall and there wasn’t anyone about. So we went 
down to the basement. Well, we got down there due to Toddy having such 
good eyesight really. Between you and me, I didn’t like the look of it 
much, I mean the feel, we couldn’t make much out, it smelt damp to me. 
Anyway, we went through a kind of partition, then there was another 
partition, and we couldn’t see where we were going, well, it seemed to me 
it got darker the more we went, the further we went in, I thought we must 
have come to the wrong house. So I stopped. And Toddy stopped ... (117) 
Almost the entire speech seems to be devoted to informing about how the couple got 
into the house and came looking up for the landlord. The basic aim (of Mrs. Sands) 
seems to be of blocking Mr. Sand from speaking. The repetitions and rephrasing are 
just meaningless sounds that stretch the speech. Mrs. Sand makes language flow by the 
power of its own association. She tries to gain power over her husband through the 
massive flow of excessively exaggerated language; what Pinter calls “a torrent of 
speech”. The conjunctions ‘and’ and ‘but’ are used frequently within the 
speech,joining and expanding it with meaningless associations and parenthetical 
digressions, that reach them nowhere. Andrew Kennedy defines this ‘mannerism’ in 
Pinter’s work based on unnecessary details as “language that excels in playing internal 
variations on its own verbal themes.” (220, Dramatic Dialogue) 
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       Although Mrs. Sand’s extended soliloquy leads to no meaningful resolution of her 
conflict with Mr. Sand; the speech is inflected with apparently innocuous references to 
darkness,  inability to see, layers of partitions that hide – all a pointer towards 
mysterious forebodings regarding Rose’s loss of sight or even probable death up 
ahead.  
       In fact, Pinter has interspersed the entire play with subtle references to ‘blindness’ 
or ‘darkness’. When Rose asks Sands what it is like outside they reply:  
MRS SANDS. Its very dark out. 
MR SANDS. No darker than in. 
MRS SANDS. He’s right there. 
MR SANDS. It’s darker in than out for my money. 
(113. CW1) 
This exchange holds a subtle double entendre illustrating Rose’s own present situation. 
As it is, things are quite dark on the outside, but within Rose there lie hidden some 
darker secrets, on which Mr. Sand hints that he can take a bet. The tone of his speech 
starts sounding an alarm bell in Rose’s mind. Mrs. Sand claims of having had the 
‘privilege’ of sighting a star in the sky that very evening upon entering the building. 
This was even before Mr. Sands saw “the first crack (of light)” upon entering the 
building, she says. Her triumphant claim of one-upmanship makes Mr. Sands react 
with what is called a ‘pungent interrogative’. “You saw what?” This is done to 
deliberately dent her moment of triumph. Not willing to be detracted,Mrs. Sands 
insists trying once again: “I think I did.” Mr. Sands’ repeated question comes as a 
warning now: “You think you saw what?”(113)This is met again with Mrs. Sands’ 
defiant “A Star.” Mr. Sands’ ‘Where’ (113) and ‘When’ (114) are encountered with 
equally confident “in the sky”(113) and “as we were coming down”(114) respectively. 
Mr. Sands tries to unsettle her confidence with an allegation that she is lying: “You 
didn’t see a star.”(114)Mrs. Sands unwilling to be defeated thus provokes him further 
with “Why not.”(114) to which Mr. Sands deadpans: “Because I’m telling you. I’m 
telling you, you didn’t see a star.” (114) 
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       Mr. Sands’ last statement is a concealed threat verging on violence and assault. 
With a determined finality he seems to ‘crush’ Mrs. Sands’ revolutionary uprising. 
Through the course of this exchange Pinter establishes Mr. Sands as a violent brute 
thus making the menace magnify further. Now he turns his verbal assault on Rose 
when she interjects: 
ROSE. Well, I think you’ll find Mr. Kidd about somewhere. 
MR SANDS. He lives here does he? 
ROSE. Of course he lives here. 
MR SANDS. And you say he’s the landlord is he? 
ROSE. Of course he is. 
MR SANDS. Well say I wanted to get hold of him where 
would I find him? 
ROSE. Well – I’m not sure. 
MR SANDS.  He lives here does he? 
ROSE. Yes but I don’t know- 
MR SANDS. You don’t know exactly where he hangs out. 
ROSE. No, not exactly. 
MR SANDS. But he does live here doesn’t he? 
Pause 
MRS SANDS. This is a very big house Toddy. 
MR SANDS. Yes I know it is. But Mrs.Hudd seems to 
know Mr. Kidd very well. (114-115) 
       Mr. Sands’ last retort assumes a sinister overtone. After repeating twice “He lives 
here does he?” and a third insistent “But he does live here doesn’t he?” the emphasis 
on ‘does’ now, by having been placedearlier in the sentence, becomes more assertive 
and full of innuendo. Mr. Sands hints that Mrs.Hudd seems to know Mr. Kidd ‘very 
well’, thereby suggesting that she might be in a secret sexual liaison with the 
landlord. The thrice build up refrain leads to a positive dropping of a bombshell like 
allegation. Rose naturally reacts to this assault on her character emphatically:  
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No, I wouldn’t say that. As a matter of fact I don’t know him at all. We’re very 
quiet. We keep ourselves to ourselves. I never interfere. I mean why should I? 
We’re got our room. We don’t bother anyone else. That’s the way it should be. 
(115) 
This speech is a typical example of Pinter’s use of ‘phatic’ evasions and also of his 
subtext. Rose seems to be telling Mr. Sand off by actually saying ‘Don’t try to 
interfere with my life and you are actually bothering me, which is very rude and 
unwelcome’.  
       Rose’s wariness of the couple’s intentions grows and she is now on guard but 
still unflustered. Even at a point in Mrs. Sands’ extended soliloquy, she jumps to nab 
a contradiction even in the flow of her speech: 
MRS SANDS. ...and we were just coming down when you opened the 
door. 
ROSE. You said you were going up. 
MRS SANDS. What? 
ROSE. You said you were going up before. 
MRS SANDS.  No, we were coming down. 
ROSE. You didn’t say that before. 
MRS SANDS. We’d been up. 
MR SANDS. We’d been up. We were coming down. (117-118) 
Mr. Sands comes to his wife’s rescue by his ambivalent interjection which mixes ‘up 
and ‘down’ together and creates ambiguity again in order to befuddle Rose’s sense of 
clarity. He now makes a final attack on Rose: 
MR SANDS. The man in the basement said there was one. One room 
[vacant]. Number seven he said. 
Pause 
ROSE. That’s this room. 
MR SANDS. We’d better go... 
MRS SANDS. Well, thanks for the warm up... 
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ROSE. This room is occupied. (118) 
Under Mr. Sand’s final hit, Rose begins to crack up. With their basic role (of 
exposing Rose’s mask) done, Pinter removes the couple from the scene with Rose’s 
frantic assertion of her territory echoing after them. 
       In the next situation we have two, much terrorised people who are almost 
hysterical; Mr. Kidd and Rose, who out of their extreme fear are befuddled, and talk 
at cross-purposes with each other. For a while, there is a complete breakdown of 
verbal plausibility resulting in dialogue collapse. Rose and Mr. Kidd virtually 
‘pounce’ on each other, she, seeking to affirm her claim to her room—her safe haven 
which has recently been threatened by the potential usurpers; and he, trying to force 
her into seeing the mysteriously sinister stranger in the basement. This stranger is 
insistent upon meeting Rose when she is alone or when her husband is away, and 
won’t go away without the meeting her.  The stranger’s odd behaviour terrorises Mr. 
Kidd to the verge of driving him “off [his] squiff ”(121) as he puts it. Mr. Kidd 
almost arm-twists Rose into trying to make her meet the stranger by warning her: “If 
you don’t see him now, there’ll be nothing else for it. He’ll come upon his own bat 
when your husband’s here, that’s what he’ll do.” (121)Under the pressure of the 
impending disaster that threatens to ensue, in case the two (Bert and the stranger) face 
each other, Rose is coerced into agreeing to meet the man from the basement. 
        In the last scene Pinter uses the technique of concretizing on stage an abstraction 
of existential fear and death, in the shape of the blind Negro named Riley. Riley is an 
overtly symbolic image that is semantically layered. His blackness and blindness are 
both suggestive of the Grim Reaper or the messenger of death. He brings for Rose the 
command to return to her father (heavenly Father?): “Your father wants you to come 
home.” (124) ‘Home’ here refers to the final heavenly abode, which probably means 
that she has to die. 
       Riley’s reference to Rose by the name Sal confirms her disguise under a new 
assumed English name: Rose. At first Rose hotly refutes being addressed by the name 
Sal but with her defences coming down, she soon acquiesces. Her original name is 
suggestive of her possible Jewish origin which was a community threatened by anti-
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Semitic hatred and their resulting exterminations by Fascist regimes during and after 
World War II in Europe and England.  
       Here Pinter creates layers of association. By attributing the name Riley (which is 
Irish, and therefore of another subaltern breed); to the Negro (who is already 
marginalized by the colour of his skin); and linking his possible filial relationship 
with Rose, who has another name Sal (possibly Jewish), Pinter exposes Rose’s 
vulnerability from multiple angles. 
       Earlier, taking advantage of Riley’s blindness, Rose continues to keep up the 
pretence of belonging to a socially upwardly mobile class. She starts using speech 
frantically, rebuking Riley, in order to erect a wall of words around herself, building 
what Pinter calls “a verbal smokescreen.” Here Pinter creates a pastiche of stylized 
but clichéd haughty upper class jargon (conventionally used by them for 
reprimanding servants or beggars) in Rose’s reprimands, directed towards Riley:  
1. “Enough is enough. You can take a liberty too far ...... you disturb my 
evening.” 
2. “You’re all deaf and dumb and blind the lot of you. A bunch of cripples.” 
3. “My buck. I get these creeps coming in, smelling up my room.” 
4. “I wouldn’t know you to spit on, not from a mile off.” 
5. “They come in here and stink the place out.” 
6. “How did you know what my name was?” 
7. “Spit it out or out you go.” 
8. “You think I’m an easy touch don’t you? ... Get off out of it. I’ve had enough 
of this.” (122-124) 
  
       The image formed by such a collage technique is that of a frantic life or death 
fight. Especially the sentence “I get these creeps come in smelling up my room” is a 
metaphor of rats bringing in plague or ‘black death’.In spite of Rose’s prolonged 
blabbering, it is Riley who rules with his directly commanding and pithy statements: 
1. “Come Home Sal.” 
2. “Come now.” 
3. “So now you’re here.” 
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4. “Sal” 
5. “I want you to come home. 
6. “Now I see you.” 
7. “So now.” 
8. “Come home now Sal.” (124-125) 
  
Under the terse stress of each one of his monosyllabic words every sound of Riley’s 
speech hits the mark and Rose’s exterior shell/mask begins to crumble and fall. With 
meticulous stylisation (both rhythmic and thematic), Pinter makes possible a rapid 
fire exchange that burns off Rose’s mask. Her own staccato replies; “Don’t call me 
that, “Don’t touch me, Not Sal, I can’t, No”, soon turn into “Yes, Yes”. (124-125) 
Riley’s final goading “So now” after a pause turns into “So, now”. The pause induces 
a vast difference of meaning to the same words used twice. In their use after the 
pause, with the punctuation ( comma) introduced between ‘So’ and ‘now’ there is a 
stress on second word ‘now’ making it into a  command delivered home to Rose an 
order she no longer can ignore and thereby she relents and obeys : 
ROSE.   I’ve been here. 
RILEY. Yes. 
ROSE.   Long. 
RILEY. Yes 
ROSE.  The day is a hump. I never go out.  
RILEY.  No. 
ROSE.  I’ve been here. 
RILEY.  Come home now, Sal. (125) 
  
In this exchange Pinter parodies a catholic confession between a sinner and a priest. 
In this respect Riley’s role is that of a church priest usually called: ‘Father’. Also, 
earlier by making Riley utter two disparate statements Pinter deliberately affects an 
impressionistic blurring of identity verifiability: 
 RILEY. Your father wants you to come home. 
 and then 
 RILEY.  I want you to come home. (124) 
       Pinter opens up a host of possibilities of interpretation of these statements. As he 
puts it elsewhere: “There are at least twenty-four different possible aspects of any 
62 
 
single statement, depending upon where you’re standing at the time or on what the 
weather is like.” (9, “Writing for the Theatre” CW1) 
       With her confessional exposure, Rose starts undergoing a surrealistic 
metamorphosis—turning back into one of her ‘kind’ symbolized by her beginning to 
turn  blind like her kin, the blind Riley. In his stage directions, Pinter makes her 
emulate the actions of sensing with touch or those of an already blind person:  
 
She touches his eyes, the back of his head and his temples with her hands. 
(125,CW1)  
       Bert’s sudden entry upon this scene is shocking. But what is more alarming for 
the audience is his speech which is most unexpected at the moment. His sudden 
euphoric outburst about his van’s praiseworthiness (which refers to, in feminine 
gender) is impassioned with erotic overtones: 
BERT. I drove her down hard. Then I drove her back hard.... 
But I drove her. Pause. I spend her.... Pause. I caned her along. 
She was good.... I use my hands like that. I get hold of her. I go 
where I go. She took me there she brought me back. (126) 
  
      Pinter’s ability to yoke metaphorical imagery with crude vernacular is 
remarkable here. That Bert had noticed Riley soon upon his entrance is evident in his 
speech suggestion that the van (which is a ‘she’ and therefore comparable with Rose) 
has been more faithful to him than his wife Rose: “There was no mixing it. Not with 
her. She was good. She went with me. She don’t mix it with me.” (126) Thus Bert 
has banished Rose from his affection, in favour of his love for his vehicle. After this, 
he turns his attention to Riley whom he topples with the armchair on which the blind 
Negro is sitting, with a single syllabic expulsion of hatred: “Lice!” He strikes him 
down knocking his head against the stove till Riley becomes inert. Bert then walks 
out, leaving Rose alone, clutching her eyes and muttering: “Can’t see. I can’t see – I 
can’t see” 
       The last stage direction of BLACKOUT illustrates her ultimate loss of sight and 
possible death like Riley’s. In this respect Ruby Cohn has aptly deduced about 
Pinter’s plays:  
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Pinter’s rooms, Parts of mysterious and infinite series, are like cells without a 
vista. At the opening curtain these rooms look naturalistic, meaning no more 
than the eye can contain. But by the end of each play, they become sealed 
containers, virtual coffins. (79, “The World of Harold Pinter”) 
 
       About the play The Room Martin Esslin remarks: “The poetic quality of such 
work springs precisely, from the multiplicity of possible approaches, the ambivalence 
and the ambiguity of images of which it is composed.” (72, Pinter the Playwright) 
 
       The dense texture of the play along with its shifting and overlapping multi-linear 
structure is due to several claims that the play is subject to, and where strands of 
emotions separate and coalesce dynamically. Still Pinter is able to strike a balance by 
framing the entire play between the two opening and the closing monologues. As 
Bernard Dukore puts it: “.... Rose’s monologue or the opening is balanced by Bert’s 
virtual monologue at the end.... Such connectives and symmetry are among Pinter’s 
dramaturgic trademark.” (28, Harold Pinter) 
 
2.  
       About the post modern dramaturgy Andrew Kennedy remarks:  
            ...drama has been and is being enriched by stylistic marks of language 
consciousness: thetexture of dialogue can now be complex multi layered and 
ambiguous or polysemic without the risk...that the play will end up with the merely 
esoteric and in consequence undramatic language. (232, Six Dramatists) 
       This statement is applicable Pinter’s stylistic technique evident in most of his 
drama. It is a well known fact that Pinter’s dramatic mode is an offshoot of naturalism 
which ‘distils’ the dialogue to minimal speech—an oversimplification which is a 
subtle extension of Chekov’s mimetic style. In his building up an ethos of 
minimalism, Pinter, paradoxically, effects the shaping of his dialogue, (which he 
claims to have paid a meticulous attention to) and which sometimes foregrounds what 
appears as non-natural because of the dislocated encounters and verbal exchanges. 
Andrew Kennedy remarks about this ‘Pinter paradox’: 
Perhaps the nearer the texture of a particular pattern of [Pinter’s] dialogue 
seems to come to the syntax and rhythm of everyday speech, the more audible 
becomes every deviation-- idiom focussed into idiocy, the question-and-
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answer framework blurred into linguisticshadow boxing the verbal exchanges 
turning( turning as we listen) into verbal games people play. (220, Dramatic 
Dialogue)  
       Pinter defended these features of language in a speech which he delivered at 
Bristol in 1962 saying, “a character on stage who presents no convincing argument or 
information as to his past experience, his present behaviour or his aspirations, nor 
gives a comprehensive analysis of his motives is as worthy of attention as one who, 
alarmingly, can do all these things.”(11, CW 1) Pinter’s drama thereby focuses more 
on exposing, than on developing the trends employed by the conventional realistic 
playwrights. The dramatist, by creating a deliberate ambiguity and ambivalence, 
draws upon the audience/ reader’s deliberative and deductive power and capability to 
establish multi-layered plots and their variously possible themes. Randall Stevenson 
in his article “Harold Pinter—Innovator?” sees this as the most innovative device of 
Pinter’s drama which is, to be able to integrate into his plays: “one of the most 
characteristic devices of modernist fiction, the interpolation of character’s 
consciousness between audience and fictional world.” (40, You Never Heard Such 
Silence) 
       The Birthday Party, which is Pinter’s first full length play,opens with apparently 
banal exchange between an elderly couple, who run a dreary boarding house. In the 
setting Pinter includes mundane details of a breakfast scene with cornflakes and fried 
bread served by the woman Meg to her husband Petey with the comic relish—of the 
pretence of serving a gourmet course meal. The circumstance in this respect is similar 
to the opening scene of The Room where the wife serving breakfast to her silent 
husband, struggles to establish a linguistic link with the man who is involved in 
reading. The first scene of The Birthday Party opens with silent action. Petey enters 
the house with the newspaper, sits at the table and begins to read. After some 
moments, Meg’s voice is heard off stage, supposedly coming from the kitchen hatch 
near the table: 
MEG. Is that you Petey? 
Pause 
MEG. Petey, is that you? 
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Pause 
MEG. Petey? (19, CW 1) 
       Meg’s solicitous efforts to draw Petey’s attention, which begin with her polite 
enquiry, turn into pointed address and after a pause, goes on to become an assertive 
challenge upon his failure to answer her once again. This dramatic effect is achieved 
with the use of merely nine words and two pauses. The pauses are of extreme 
significance here. The first one charges the atmosphere with expectancy and the 
second builds up the vacuum (which becomes evident) between the couple. The last 
word question “Petey?” becomes an insistent demand for response that Petey cannot 
ignore any longer. Petey’s refusal to answer earlier, and his apparent ‘hiding’ behind 
the newspaper is Pinter’s ironic illustration of seeking to break communication by the 
very medium of communication itself—the newspaper. Here Pinter’s use of 
newspaper as a prop is brilliantly paradoxical and economical. Thus with just nine 
verbal words, two pauses and a newspaper prop, Pinter subtly introduces the major 
theme of the play:  invasion and evasion. 
       Petey’s lame but polite attempts to answer Meg keep running into a linguistic 
void. Yet this does not deter her from seeking him out with her barrage of random 
questions which he feels compelled to answer in a sustained and a ritualistic manner. 
The pattern of the dialogue with its rhythms and repetitions, parodies a catechistic 
questioning and answering pattern, which foregrounds the famous interrogation and 
prosecution scenes to come up later in the play. Whether by the repetitive comic 
dwelling upon the ‘nicety’ of the cornflakes and the newspaper, or in the comic 
exchange involving wordplay about Stanley (their tenant) being ‘up’ or ‘down’, 
Pinter’s ability to mesmerize the audience with rhythmic beats of the apparently non- 
informative dialogue is amazing. 
       In the following word play pattern, the language seems to be reduced to the base 
nonsensicality of a nursery rhyme: 
 MEG. Is Stanley up yet? 
 PETEY. I don’t know. Is he? 
 MEG. I don’t know, I haven't seen him down yet. 
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 PETEY. Well then, he can’t be up. 
 MEG. Haven’t you seen him down?(20) 
The piece does in fact parody a famous nursery rhyme about the grand old Duke of 
York who had ten thousand men that he marched up and down the hill: 
 When they were up, they were up 
 When they were down, they were down 
 When they were only half way up 
 They were neither up nor down. 
       But unlike the nursery rhyme what is important with Pinter’s dialogue is its 
artistic minimal ‘shaping’ that makes it (to use one of Pinter’s own dialogue from his 
play Old Times) “susceptible to any amount of permutation”(44, CW4) 
paradigmatically to the subjectivity of the play’s themes. Pinter’s virtuosity to pack a 
considerable amount of information within small exchanges between the characters 
sets into motion the main action of the play. The amount of dramatic action in a short 
exchange regarding the cornflakes served by Meg to Petey is tremendous: 
 MEG. Are they nice? 
 PETEY.Very nice. 
 MEG. I thought they’d be nice. (21, CW1) 
       The dialogue is suggestively expository of a vain attempt to converse and of a 
wish to be congenial. What follows is a series of such fragmentary episodic set-piece 
exchanges between the couple, following the same manner of catechistic pattern 
where a variety of quotidian aspects are discussed alongside routine actions like 
serving of fried bread and tea and darning socks. Megs vain but unfailing attempts to 
keep the conversation going reveals a poignant expression of her desire to be 
appreciated and also a yearning to have a son; a fantasy she seems to live in her near 
Oedipal  liaison with Stanley, the lodger in their boarding house. The transcriptions of 
the conversational commonplace in these exchanges are actually artistically organised 
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speech, which produces the theatrical illusion of reality. There runs an undercurrent of 
deeply intense thematic appropriateness in the apparent banality of the dialogue. 
       Unlike as in The Room, where the invasions from outside occur with a sudden 
unaware onslaught, in The Birthday Party Pinter has taken care early in the play, to 
keep the style hyper naturalistic by pre informing the audience about the impending 
visit of the strangers within the course of the ongoing conversation between Meg and 
Petey: 
PETEY. (Turning to her) Oh, Meg, two men came up to me on the beach last 
night. 
MEG. Two men? 
PETEY. Yes. They wanted to know if we could put them up for a couple of 
nights. 
MEG. Put them up? Here? 
PETEY. Yes. 
MEG. How many men? 
PETEY.Two. (22) 
The phrase “two men” repeated three times in the exchange, and also their apparent 
urgency as to the purpose of their visit, which is evident in their night time 
approaching, is a virtual announcement of the duo’s presence’s dark invasion to 
follow. The subtle menace build-up follows in the next set-piece of apparently non 
sequitur from the previous banal talk which is theatrically equally effective: 
 PETEY. There’s a new show coming to the Palace. 
 .................................................................................... 
 MEG. Stanley could have been in it, if it was on the pier. 
 PETEY. This is a straight show. 
 MEG. What do you mean? 
 PETEY. No dancing or singing. 
 MEG. What do they do then? 
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 PETEY. They just talk. 
 Pause (23) 
       Petey’s phrase “they just talk”, followed by a pause has a dark overtone. The 
image of ‘just talking’, which runs further into the pause, is like the interaction felt in 
the ‘theatre of the mind’ and which translates into an ominous image of “linguistic 
shadow boxing”(220, Kennedy, Dramatic Dialogue) and which foreshadows the third 
degree interrogation to come later. With the use of his famous pauses and ellipses, 
Pinter intensifies the felt dramatic action within the play.  
       As Martin Esslin says, Pinter’s plays are to be understood more emotionally and 
intuitively than logically. The pauses and silences lend his play an unusual classical 
quality which makes them the masterpieces that they are. Like the names of his 
characters, Pinter’s pauses and silences form an integral part of the structural 
framework in his plays; without which the plays would be reduced to just chic pieces 
of clichéd verbal exchanges. 
       At another level (as is the case of Pinter’s multi- layered dramatic dialogue) the 
same exchange can also be taken as Pinter’s implicit statement on his own 
dramaturgy: “This is a straight show/ What do you mean? / No dancing or singing/ 
What do they do then/ They just talk.” (22, emphasis mine).  To quote Bernard 
Dukore: 
Pinter’s characters just talk, but as the Clown in Shakespeare’s Twelfth Night 
says ‘words are so grown false I am loathe to prove reason with them’(III,I). 
One can take   little they say at face value. Pinter’s characters may contradict 
themselves, they may have more than one name; and what they say is open to 
several interpretations. (11, Harold Pinter)  
       According to Jennifer L Randisi, the structural framework of Pinter’s plays is a 
“verbal hologram . . .[which is] dependent upon the collaboration of different points 
of view. . . usually involv[ing] two or three people [where] two characters tend either 
to reverse roles or to fight to preserve them. . . .” (67, “Harold Pinter as 
Screenwriter”) The collaboration assumes three different forms: “saying makes it so 
(meaningful repetition); saying does not make it so (meaningless repetition) and 
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saying as aggression.” (69) Repetition in Meg’s and Petey’s exchanges assume a 
meaningful reassurance for Meg when the cornflakes are repeatedly called ‘very nice’ 
by Petey. Here saying makes nice by affirmation therefore, defines reality. But this is 
only for a while. The ‘reality’ deconstructs itself soon after, when Stanley, upon being 
asked the same question regarding the quality of the cornflakes, retorts that they are 
“horrible”. This is an example of Pinter’s inbuilt debunker of the verifiability of truth, 
which is, as in Derrida’s mode; ‘legible yet effaced’. 
       Stanley Webber is introduced in the play through Boles’ conversation and a 
comic mode where Meg shouts for a grown up man as one would summon a small 
child:  “Stan! Stanny! (She listens) Stan! I’m coming up to fetch you if you don’t 
come down! I’m coming up! I’m going to count three! One! Two! Three! I’m coming 
to get you!” (23, CW1) The subtext of the passage reads as someone forcing Stanley 
to act against his will, which hints at Stanley’s actual fear of his co-humans forcing 
him to conform. Being the self exiled derelict that he is, he prefers his isolation to any 
kind of human company.  Also, Meg’s words- I’m coming to get you- pre-echo a 
warning, which when taken retrospectively, tends to become a fore-threat to the dark 
conclusion of the play. Thus Pinter leaves clues even in the comic aspects of his text 
which can only come to light if the play is re-read or read backwards. We can see here 
that the sphere of action in the play is not just co-extensive but often tends to overlap 
on various levels. 
       The comic breakfast time ‘encounter’ scenes, first between Meg and Stanley and 
later Lulu and Stanley develop into an important ‘leitmotif’ within the play, of what 
Bernard F. Dukore calls “[an] attempt to make someone go where he does not wish to 
go”. (30, Harold Pinter) Meg wants Stanley to accompany him for shopping after the 
breakfast, and he refuses her. Soon after, Lulu urges him to go out with her for a 
picnic: “Come out and get a bit of air. You depress me looking like that... it’slovely 
out. And I’ve got a few sandwiches.” (36, CW1) He refuses again. The repeated 
implorations to take him out  are analogues employed by Pinter, that later 
metamorphose into the menacing and sinister ‘taking him out of himself’ by Goldberg 
and McCann, or force shifting him to ‘where he does not wish to go’ after inflicting a 
third degree ‘cathartic purge’ or castration upon him by the end of the play. 
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       It is to be noted that much of the comedy employed by Pinter in the breakfast 
scene is either informational or thematically expositional. Stanley’s unkempt 
appearance and his rising up late from bed are all signs of a revolutionary break-off 
from the mundane social norms and rules, and his assertion of his individuation, 
which is so characteristic of an artist’s temperament, (which he is supposed to be). 
Juxtaposed with Petey’s sense of conformity to Meg’s bearings, Stanley’s ill- 
mannered disobedience spells his revolt against traditionally ritualistic social 
practices. Meg’s mollycoddling Stanley makes him react with irritation, which he 
expresses through his verbal abusage: he calls the cornflakes ‘horrible’, the milk ‘off’ 
the tea ‘gravy’ and ‘muck’, the house a ‘pigsty’ that ‘needs sweeping and papering’, 
and the old lady  herself ‘a bad wife’ and ‘an old washing bag’. Notably this is the 
rebel’s disgust against the socially institutionalised rituals of suffocating parenting. 
Also, Meg’s teasing, stroking and tickling which verges on the Oedipal nauseate him, 
against which he recoils.   
        Meg’s babying Stanley adds to the process of his regression in the play which is 
symbolic of his being taken back to the stage of birth once again (hence the title). But 
first Pinter makes the theme of Stanley’s regression as self- imposed in the 
undercutting scene, where Stanley’s claims to be a world class pianist; then his claim 
dwindles  pathetically to playing for the country and then to finally playing at a single 
concert, and that too at Edmonton , which is hardly a place of artistic activity: 
STANLEY. ....Played the piano? I’ve played the piano all over the world. All 
over the country (Pause) I once gave a concert. (32) 
This is followed by an extended soliloquy; beginning with an elevated discussion 
about the exquisite and the elite, it slowly leads to a bathetic decent—from the 
elevated to the commonplace distorting both the subject matter and the rhythmic flow 
with which the speech began: 
STANLEY.I had a unique touch. Absolutely unique. They came up to me. 
They came up to me and said they were grateful. Champagne we had that 
night the lot. (Pause.) My father nearly came down to hear me. Well, I 
dropped him a card anyway. But I don’t think he could make it. No, I-- I lost 
the address, that was it. (Pause.) Yes. Lower Edmonton. Then after that, you 
know what they did? They carved me up. Carved me up. It was all arranged, it 
was all worked out. My next concert. Somewhere else it was. In winter. I went 
down there to play. Then, when I got there, the hall was closed, the place was 
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shuttered up, not even a caretaker. They’d locked it up. (Takes off his glasses 
and wipes them on his pyjamas jacket.) A fast one. They pulled a fast one. I’d 
like to know who was responsible for that. (Bitterly) All right Jack, I can take 
a tip. They wanted me to crawl down on my bended knees. (He replaces his 
glasses, then looks at MEG.) Look at her. You’re just an old piece of rock 
cake aren’t you? (33) 
       Pinter here builds the speech which stretches by association and sometimes, 
obvious inventions, and which later takes a plunge bathetically for the deliberate 
purpose of reduction of both subject matter and form (from the social jargon of upper 
class artistic community to the lower class vernacular). This is symbolic of Stanley’s 
regression. First Stanley undercuts himself from being a world class artist to a 
national level pianist and further down to a one concert player. The image is further 
undercut by Meg’s reference to him as a roadside player (she mentions that she heard 
him playing on the pier).The undercutting reaches its basement, with Meg presenting 
him a toy’s drum for his supposed birthday. Thus Stanley very effectively reduces 
himself verbally and also aided by Meg’s symbolic prop, into a non- entity. The 
elevated pomposity of faking artist manqué is Stanley’s desperate attempt to gain 
control over his lost space—a position that he had tried building for himself in the 
artists’ milieu and which, for some reason, had failed. So he replaced it by another 
individualistic attempt of leading a dull sequestered life in the boarding house, a space 
which now seems shaken and exposed to an invasive threat again. 
       Further, Pinter makes use of a humorous device of ‘misplaced literalism’ to add 
to the anticlimactic underscoring of Stanley’s position. As Pinter has made obvious 
earlier, Meg is a selective listener. (Petey’s informing her about ‘two men’ having 
paid him a visit, and despite her repeating absentmindedly ‘two men?’ her attention  
perks up only after Petey suggests them as prospective lodgers. This makes her ask 
again “how many men?” Later again, upon being asked about the fried bread, when 
Stanley calls it ‘succulent’ she gets cross at first and then asks shyly “ Am I really 
succulent?”) Therefore it is not surprising how through picking up words selectively 
from Stanley’s extended soliloquy, Meg volunteers information about Stanley when 
the two visiting men prompt her to do so: 
MEG. He once gave a concert. 
GOLDBERG. Oh? Where? 
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MEG. (Falteringly) In ... a big hall. His father gave him champagne. But then 
they locked   up the place and he couldn’t get out. The caretaker had gone 
home. So he had to wait till the morning before he could get out. (With 
confidence) They were very grateful (Pause). And then they all wanted to give 
him a tip. And so he took the tip. And then he got a fast train and came down 
here. (42) 
Here (what Pinter calls) “a double thing” happens. Meg’s ever-readiness to engage in 
conversation and to boost her self-importance as all-knowing about ‘My Stanley’ ( as 
she calls him) produces a comic effect while, at the same time, it undercuts Stanley’s 
status to a that of a roadside artist.   
       In his discussion about Pinter’s unique style of structuring The Birthday Party, 
Andrew K. Kennedy remarks: “The ‘ordinary’ conversational opening and ending [of 
the play] are a frame for a connivance at the ‘extraordinary’ events in the house.” (179 
Six Dramatists) Pinter’s control of the two kinds of styles (naturalistic-ordinary) and 
(absurdist-extraordinary) in the play, is made simultaneously possible through 
recurrent leitmotifs that develop from ‘ordinary’ into the ‘extraordinary’; from the 
banal to the sinister in increasingly alarming contexts. Taking the leitmotif “This 
house is on the list”; the statement has been repeated four times in the play, starting 
from being part of a casual exchange between the Boles: 
MEG. Had they heard about us Petey? 
PETEY. They must have done. 
MEG. Yes, they must have done. They must have heard this was a very good 
boarding house. It is. This house is on the list. (22, CW1) 
Next it moves into casual teasing between Meg and Stanley when he Stanley casts a 
doubt about the house being very well known for visitors: 
MEG. Yes. And this house is very well known, for a very good boarding 
house for visitors. 
STANLEY. Visitors? Do you know how many visitors you’ve had since I’ve 
been here? 
MEG. How many? 
STANLEY. One.  
MEG. Who? 
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STANLEY. Me! I’m your visitor, 
MEG. You’re a liar. This house is on the list. (26-27) 
Then it re-appears as an answer to Stanley’s anxious questioning about the expected 
visitors: (‘What?’, ‘What are you talking about?’ ‘They wanted to come here? Why?’) 
To which Meg answers again: “This house is on the list.” (30)And the last time to 
Stanley’s panic filled remonstrations after the arrival of the visiting duo namely 
Goldberg and McCann:  
STANLEY. Why here? Why not somewhere else? 
MEG. This house is on the list. (44)  
The fateful ‘List’ gradually is permutated with every utterance; from a simple fact of 
listing, to a reason of the house being open to visitors, to the list gradually and 
menacingly metamorphosing into a ‘black listing’, or worse, becoming a target or a ‘a 
hit list’. All this happens, as the undercurrent of anxiety, which builds up to an alarm, 
then a tension, and finally a foreboding of doom. Thus with Pinter’s plays, the 
undercurrent of the ‘double thing’ keeps moving below the surface movement of the 
play’s dialogue. Again we see how casual statements intensify into a frantically 
catechistic pithy duologue exchange pattern which foreshadows an underworld like 
cruelty of third degree, in the interrogation-cum-persecution scene that sounds similar 
in tone to the famous Spanish Inquisition. 
        Meg’s visitors, who can be termed as System Representatives, spell conformity 
to socio-religious and political and bureaucratic institutionalism, as it becomes 
evident from their speeches. They are out to restore ‘order’ to chaos (Stanley) by 
hook/discourse (Goldberg) or crook/force (McCann). Ruby Cohn points out “Their 
Jewish- Irish names and dialects suggests a vaudeville skit, and it is not long before 
we realize that the skit is the Judaeo- Christian tradition as it appears in our present 
civilisation.” (87, “The World of Harold Pinter”)  
        Meg’s information that it is Stanley’s birthday that day makes Goldberg 
deliberate for a while, and he soon decides to take the charge of throwing a party for 
Stanley. Here Pinter prepares a ground situation in the shape of an occasion, to build a 
foundation of a vaudeville like act which includes singing , dancing and playing – a 
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devise analogous to the traditional theatrical device of ‘a play within a play’. This is 
to construct the play’s central plot of ‘drawing [Stanley] out’ of his isolated existence 
or of his metaphoric dying as self-exiled and the following rebirth as re-conformed.  
       During the partying, McCann performs by singing lines from two songs. First, 
while filling up Meg’s glass he sings a line: “Glorio, Glorio to the bold Fenian 
men!”(70, CW1), which is a song about brave Irishmen reclaiming their land and 
property. By association, the song spells the two men’s own mission, which is to 
reclaim Stanley back to the society from his recluse. Then, before he sings the next 
song, McCann recites a prelude or introduction to it. “[The song is about] the night 
that poor Paddy was stretched and the boys they all paid him a visit”. (71) This line 
has a sinister overtone and brings to the mind an image like Eliot’s “a patient (or here 
Stanley) etherised upon a table” (13, T S Eliot, Collected Poems)  ready for some 
operation or probably a post-mortem by the ‘visiting boys’ (Goldberg and McCann). 
The song goes thus: 
Oh, the Garden of Eden has vanished they say 
But I know the lie of it still 
Just turn to the left at the foot of Ben Clay 
And stop when halfway to Coote Hill 
It’s there you will find it, I know sure enough 
And it’s whispering over to me, 
Come back Paddy Reilly, to Bally- James- Duff 
Come back Paddy Reilly to me. (71, CW1)   
       As we know, in Pinter’s plays the meaning is mostly revealed by association than 
by what is said directly. So by association, here the Garden of Eden signifies 
Stanley’s ‘idyllic’ hideout that has been finally exposed through ‘seeking directions’ 
by the visiting system-messengers who ‘whisper’ (sinisterly, like the Evil Whisperer/ 
Satan/ Snake) into the ears of ‘Paddy’ Reilly (Stanley, who leads flannelled or padded 
existence) to ‘come home’ or back to the System (Monty and all other co-associations 
(Bally-James-Duff)). It is significant to note here that while in The Room the 
Messenger Riley’s ‘come home’ signifies a call to return to Life after Death,  the 
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‘come home’ in this context is a summon to return to the worldly or societal living 
with all its rules and regulations. Pinter makes the summons, thus implicitly served to 
Stanley, more ominous by the very next words that Lulu says to Goldberg: “You’re a 
dead image of the first man I ever loved.”(71, emphasis mine). 
       As Bernard Dukore points out, “Another analogy to play within play is playing; 
at the party the characters participate in a game of ‘blind man’s buff’.” (11, B. 
Dukore, Where Laughter Stops) As within the frame of the game Stanley is blinded 
doubly (first by removal of his glasses, and then with the blindfold) and then buffeted 
about; so is he pushed and pummelled by Goldberg and McCann within the frame of 
the play. Yet another ‘play’ within the play is the sexual foreplay that Lulu and 
Goldberg indulge in while playing the game, thus intensifying action for the 
impending ‘rape scene’ image that lights up on the stage. Herein lies Pinter’s 
technique of multi-layering the texture thus making it denser still. 
       Going back to the moments after Goldberg and McCann have gained an entry in 
the house – after her brief encounter with the two men, whom she puts up in the room 
upstairs, Meg returns to the hall where she finds Stanley waiting nervously for her, in 
order to find out about the identity of the visitors. After much prodding and jogging of 
her memory she is able to recollect and tell Goldberg’s name; the sound of which 
comes as a shock to Stanley, confirming his worst fears; and therefore making him sit 
still as if being turned to stone. When Meg’s efforts to revive him prove fruitless, she 
quickly hands him over the gift (a boy’s drum) in desperation, which she had had 
delivered to the house for his birthday, earlier. Stanley puts it round his neck and 
starts tapping it with drumsticks, first with a gentle regularity, which soon intensifies 
to becoming erratic and uncontrolled and continues till he starts banging on it, like a 
man possessed. The first Act concludes with this. The drum beating rhythm, which 
matches a primitive tribal custom practiced during ritualistic human sacrifice in the 
ancient times, is Pinter’s presentation of a non-verbal noise or what can be called ‘the 
language of the tribes’. The growing menace is enhanced here with the savage sound, 
which by association is linked to the implicit manhandling of Stanley later by threat-
forcing him to sit; and then his erratic verbal fencing by the two men in the 
interrogation-allegation scene in second Act. 
76 
 
       The primordial erratic drumbeat (disorderliness) at the end of Act One, is 
juxtaposed with the intensifying rhythm of the interrogation scene (orderliness and 
discipline) in Act II which in turn is Pinter’s parody of the ancient ritual of Initiation 
Catechism of question-answer testing. What we have in this scene is a pattern of 
questioning and accusing by Goldberg and McCann respectively, which turns more 
and more savage as pressure upon Stanley is induced through rhythmic 
intensification, and also by the paralysing spell of language leap-frogging  from one 
mode to another: from realistic beat to aggressively fantastic and then savagely 
abstract. The cross-examination begins with reprimanding Stanley for being a 
nuisance (‘what were you doing yesterday?’ ,“...and the day before that?’,  ‘why are 
you wasting everybody’s time?’ ‘why are you getting in everybody’s way?’) (57, 
CW1) It then proceeds to accusing him of betrayal and specific crimes. The 
accusations at times cancel themselves out by self- contradictions: 
GOLDBERG. What have you done with your wife? 
MCCANN. He’s killed his wife. 
GOLDBERG. Why did you kill your wife? 
STANLEY. (Sitting, his back to the audience) What wife? 
MCCANN. How did he kill her? 
GOLDBERG. How did you kill her? 
MCCANN. You throttled her. 
GOLDBERG, With arsenic.  
.................................................................................................... 
GOLDBERG. Why did you never get married? 
MCCANN. She was waiting at the porch. 
GOLDBERG. You skeddadled from the wedding 
MCCANN. You left her in the lurch. 
GOLDBERG. You left her in the pudding club. 
MCCANN. She was waiting at the church. 
GOLDBERG. Webber why did you change your name? (59) 
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       The pattern here is woven from within and along with the cross examination and 
verges on the absurd. Beginning with disconnected language of random cliché 
questioning, (‘Where were you yesterday?’ ‘Why are you wasting everybody’s 
time?’)(57), it goes on to imaginary questioning (‘Who watered the wicket at 
Melbourne?’, ‘What about the blessed Oliver Plunkett?’), and culminates in 
existential questions (‘Why did the chicken cross the road?’ ‘Which came first, the 
chicken or the egg?’).(61) 
        In the entire pattern of the speech, Pinter employs various technical dramatic and 
linguistic devices, which work together, along with the pauses and the gestures, and 
also the rapid delivery of the pithy speech, to create a meaning larger than the text 
itself. The punch lines with external forcefulness of the speech are to revoke Stanley’s 
dormant sense of responsibility towards his parents, his wife and society. This is 
perhaps to make him acknowledge the fellow beings of his society and his own breed 
and trade, his religion and the organization at large. 
        It is to be noticed, that during the interrogation, Pinter had kept the entire focus 
on the two interrogators, who face the audience, while Stanley’s face is hidden as his 
back is toward them. This is Pinter’s stagecraft technique to hide Stanley’s visible 
reaction in order to avoid breaking the strong impact of directness and forcefulness of 
the devilish duo’s   speech and manner of their expression. This is another example of 
what Pinter has implicitly commented about his dramaturgy in one of his other plays 
(The Homecoming) when Ruth says:  
My lips move. Why don’t you restrict . . . your observations to that? Perhaps 
the fact that they move is more significant . . . than the words which come 
through them. You must bear that . . . possibility . . . in mind (69, CW3) 
       With Pinter, the manner and style of uttering can be as communicative or 
significant, as any primary referential purpose of the words themselves that are 
spoken. What is interesting to note is that McCann answering most of the questions 
addressed to Stanley with a “he doesn’t know.”(61-62 CW1) The duo provides him no 
elbow room or edge to offer his own opinion. The Kafkaesque interrogatory sequence 
culminates with Goldberg pronouncing Stanley as bad as already dead and rotting: 
“You’re dead. You can’t live, you can’t think, you can’t love. You’re dead. You’re a 
plague gone bad. There is no juice in you. You are nothing but an odour.” (62) 
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According to Martin Esslin, the aim of the speech is to evoke “Stanley’s general 
feeling of guilt and express his tormentors’ general conviction that he deserves 
punishment: 
The long list of venial and mortal sins, major and minor transgressions which 
is    unleashed upon poor Stanley . . . covers the whole gamut of possible 
sources of guilt feeling, from embarrassment over social gaffes (picking one’s 
nose) collective national guilt feelings about crimes committed by one’s 
country (In Ireland for the Englishman Stanley Webber), minor lapses (such as 
eating too much toast) to major sins of lechery and, worst of all cheating at the 
national sport . . . . The proliferation . . . establishes . . . a structure of images 
which constitutes a set of variation on basic theme. (50-51 Language) 
In this brilliantly contradictory and disjointed speech, Pinter’s amazing feat is the 
stylistic constant of the catechistic mannerism that he sustains throughout. On the 
surface plane the medleys of the forceful barrage results in frazzling Stanley’s nerves 
which makes him let out a piercing scream and attack his offenders in retaliation.  
       Pinter has filled almost the entire The Birthday Party with Goldberg’s variously 
stylized speeches that produce an effective heightening in the play. The dramatist 
makes him mouth parodies of various sets of jargons and stylized verbal instances that 
include a host of idiomatic and idiosyncratic phrases, for example Goldberg’s 
ministrations to a visibly nervous McCann upon their arrival: 
The secret is breathing. Take my tip. It’s a well known fact. Breathe in, 
breathe out, take a chance let yourself go, what can you lose? Look at me. 
When I was an apprentice yet, McCann, my Uncle Barney used to take me to 
the seaside, regular as clockwork. Brighton, Canvey Island, Rottingdean—
Uncle Barney wasn’t particular. After lunch on Shabbuss we’d go and sit on a 
couple of deck chairs—you know the ones with canopies—we’d have a little 
paddle. We watched the tide coming in and going out . . . golden days, believe 
me, McCann . . . . (37 CW1) 
The yoking of clichés here is like an act of a semi-educated Jewish trader who loves 
relating tales in the leisurely detailed manner of a raconteur and with what Andrew 
Kennedy calls--“a flair for flannelling [so characteristic of] the sinister complacencies 
of the successful Head of the Family or Business. So highly individual language is 
used [by Pinter] to expose the way elements in our language compel conformity.” 
(181 Six Dramatists) Juxtaposed to Goldberg’s laid back attitude is his henchman 
McCann’s shiftiness, which makes him, enquire repeatedly from Goldberg, about the 
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nature of the ‘job at hand’. In his answer to McCann, Pinter makes Goldberg parody a 
corporate meeting jargon which matches his appearance too (well suited and booted 
with a briefcase in hand): 
The main issue is a singular issue and quite distinct from your previous work. 
Certain elements however, might well approximate in points of procedure to 
some of your other activities. All is dependent on the attitude of our subject. 
At all events, McCann, I can assure you that the assignment will be carried out 
and the mission accomplished with no excessive aggravation to you or to 
myself. Satisfied? (40 CW1) 
       Most of Goldberg’s farcical exaggerated praise about his youth (“I’d tip my hat to 
the toddlers . . . I’d give a helping hand to a couple of stray dogs . . . Everything came 
natural.”)(53) are like verbal workouts in preparation for the black ritual of the 
parodied ‘Spanish Inquisition’ just before the eventful birthday party. 
       At the party Pinter’s meta-narration turns to making Goldberg issue directions for 
the black parody of the toasting event which one can associate with third degree like 
atmosphere. Here Pinter parodies Militarism with an authoritative charge-taking 
jargon: 
GOLDBERG. Switch out the light and put on your torch. (MCCANN goes 
to the door, switches off the light, comes back, shines the torch on MEG. 
Outside the window there is still a faint light) Not on the lady, on the 
gentleman! You must shine it on the birthday boy. (MCCANN shines the 
torch on Stanley’s face). Now Mrs. Boles It’s all yours. 
......................................................................................................................... 
MEG. Isn’t the light in his eyes? (64-65) 
       The deliberate darkening of the room; the shining of torchlight into Stanley’s 
eyes in order to blind his vision, all point out to the impending torture to be inflicted 
on the victim. On another level, the same speech can also be taken as Pinter’s parody 
of behind the theatre- scene, of stage directing. 
       Meg’s extended soliloquy of her toasting speech is an emotional snivel with 
nothing to say; and is taken up by Goldberg’s farcical paean in praise of her 
meaningless words. His florid speech delivery follows an epideictic pattern 
employing various rhetorical devices like the Rhetorical question (“How often in this 
day and age do you come across real true warmth?)(66); Alliteration (“Tonight . . .  
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we’ve known a great fortune. We’ve heard a lady extend sum total of her devotion in 
all it’s pride plume and peacock, to a member of her living race”) (66) and Chiasmus 
(“Lucky is the man, who’s at the receiving end, that’s what I say”) Pause.(66) The 
pedantry soon runs into Bathos after a pause which is comic (“(Pause).How can I put 
it to you? We all wander on our tod through this world. It’s a lonely pillow to kip 
on.”)  (66) Then into an ironically sinister and suggestive statement addressed directly 
to Stanley: “I’m sure you’ve never been a prouder man than you are today, Mazaltov! 
And may we only meet at Simchahas!” (66) 
       Goldberg’s semi-literate speech is highly admired by Lulu and she praises him, 
which again leads him into a farcical rodomontade: 
GOLDBERG. Well my first chance to stand up and give a lecture was at 
Ethical Hall, Bayswater. A wonderful Opportunity—I’ll never forget it. They 
were all there that night—Charlotte Street was empty. Of course that’s a good 
while ago. 
LULU.  What did you speak about? 
GOLDBERG. The Necessary and the Possible. It went like a bomb. Since then 
I always speak at weddings. (67) 
       There is a bathetic fall again from giving a philosophical lecture to delivering 
speeches of honour at weddings.  Goldberg’s stylized patterned loquacity almost 
always falls into the arbitrary. As Andrew Kennedy comments,  “Goldberg’s 
speeches, when left alone with McCann. . .seem to have little function apart from 
‘creating a scene’ reinforcing Goldberg’s cultural bankruptcy. . . through making him 
mouth a medley of slogans—Judaic , British and miscellaneous culture- props. . .” 
(181, Six Dramatists)  Kennedy calls his speeches “a verbal and rhythmic bravura act” 
(181). This is in particular reference to his speech in Act Three when left alone with 
McCann.  The speech seems just a maudlin mixture of platitudinous parody of 
contemporary hollowness of Judaeo-Christian heritage (a reminder of Eliot’s Hollow 
Men): 
You know what? I’ve never lost a tooth. Not since the day I was born. 
Nothing’s changed (he gets up). That’s why I have reached my position 
McCann. Because I’ve always been as fit as a fiddle. All my life I’ve said the 
same. Play up, play up, play the game. Honour thy father and they mother. All 
along the line. Follow the line, the line McCann, and you can’t go wrong. 
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What do you think, I’m a self made man? No! I sat where I was told to sit. I 
kept my eye on the ball. School? Don’t talk to me about school. Top in all 
subjects.And for why? Because I’m telling you, telling you , follow my line? 
Follow my mental? Learn by heart. Never write down a thing. And don’t go 
near the water. And you’ll find-- what I say is true. 
Because I believe that the world . . . (Vacant) . . . 
Because I believe that the world . . . (Desperate) . . . 
BECAUSE I BELIEVE THAT THE WORLD . . . (Lost) (87-88 CW1)  
       The interweaving of Biblical traditions, success formulae, culture prop and 
Polonial blather (‘go home to your wife’, ‘keep an eye open for low-lifes for 
schnorrers and for layabouts’, ‘Do your duty and keep your observations’, ‘Always 
bid good morning to the neighbours’. ‘Never, never forget your family for they are the 
rock the constitution and the core.’, ‘Work hard and play hard’) (88) are all hints to 
more fundamental fact that “Nothing’s Changed”(87) an involuntary and 
subconscious statement that he makes in the beginning which makes him run into 
vacant, desperate and lost existentialist angst. Yet he recovers soon enough with, as 
the stage directions put it, (intensely and with growing certainty) and kneeling down 
while facing McCann says gently: 
Seamus—who came before your father? His father. And who came before 
him? Before him? . . . (Vacant—triumphant.) Who came before your father’s 
father but your father’s father’s mother! Your great-gran-granny.[ Eve / Virgin 
Mother Mary] 
Silence. He slowly rises. (88) 
       With the Silence after ‘great-gran-granny’ comes the Nirvana; his reconfirmation 
of Faith in his religious roots. This makes him rise again slowly (virtually and 
figuratively) and he continues: “And this is why I’ve reached my position McCann. 
Because I’ve always been as fit as a fiddle. My motto, work hard and play hard.” (88) 
Thus he attributes his ‘position’ to his Belief, a word (‘position’) he had played on 
earlier in Act One, to establish the fact of his esteemed placement within the System. 
He sure does work hard and play hard to make the Existential Truth conform to his 
Belief. 
       The sudden discovery of the shakiness of his so called staunch establishment 
foundations flusters him despite his quick recovery, and he becomes breathless with 
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shock and orders McCann ( The defrocked priest) to blow the breath of life into his 
mouth once, and then another time fora reserve: ‘One for the Road’. 
       Contrary to what Andrew Kennedy feels about the speech being a “verbal and 
rhythmic bravura act” running from “logorrhoea into vacancy” without having much 
function; this seems like a reiteration of Goldberg’s entire learning, which he 
‘chants’( like some religious chanting) with theatrical artifice and rising tempo, ever 
now and again to reinforce it through ‘en-chanting’ self- hypnosis. This happens when 
he finds his faith in danger or his belief shaken whenever he is alone and his defences 
are down. 
       Stanley’s own extended soliloquies, when he first encounters McCann at the 
beginning of Act Two, are stylized anguished ‘verbal smokescreen’ where, as Pinter 
puts it “a torrent of language is being used to keep the other (smokescreen/mask) in 
place”: 
“I’ll be moving soon. Back home. I’ll stay there too this time. No place like 
home (helaughs nervously) I wouldn’t have left but business calls . . . . No I 
think I’ll give it up. I’ve got a small private income you see. I think I’ll give it 
up. Don’t like being away from home. I used to live very quietly—played 
records, that’s about all. Everything delivered to the door. Then I started a 
small private business, in a small way, and it compelled me to come down 
here—kept me longer than I expected. You never get used to living in 
someone else’s house. 
............................................................................................................................. 
You know what? To look at me, I bet you wouldn’t think I led such a quiet 
life. The lines on my face eh? It’s the drink. Been drinking a bit down here . . . 
I’ll be all right when I get back . . . but what I mean is, the way some people 
look at me you’d think I was a different person. I suppose I’ve changed, but 
I’m still the same man I always was. I mean, you wouldn’t think . . . that I was 
the sort of bloke to—to cause any trouble would you? (50)    
Here Stanley employs phatic phrases like ‘you know’, ‘I bet’, ‘I mean’, ‘you see’ to 
sound casually nonchalant and natural and active on the surface while the subtext 
aims at clarifying his ‘action of inaction’. His extensive use of such phrases makes his 
speech colloquial. This is an important aspect of Pinter’s style on which he self-
referentially commented in his play The Lover: “to hear your command of 
contemporary phraseology, your delicate use of the very latest idiomatic expression so 
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subtly employed.” (187 CW2) This hyper realistic quality of Pinter’s language sets 
him apart from the contemporary playwrights of his time. 
       Stanley’s several attempts to escape from his tormentors meet a dead end and he 
is forced to sit down before the deadly inquisition scene, where he is given no edge 
way to express or defend himself. This leads to a reduction of his speech ability, and 
his attempt to utter a protest culminates in a scream. After ‘robbing’ of his speech 
thus, Goldberg and McCann prepare for the ostensibly cheerful toasting of the 
‘birthday boy’. This they do by setting up a third degree like atmosphere, for nudging 
Stanley back to the same frame of mind that had been so effectively imposed on him 
before the Party. At the Party, an undercurrent of menace and bewilderment is 
adroitly created by Pinter, first by gradually constructing a confused cross-talk 
between Meg, McCann, Lulu and Goldberg which turns more and more grotesquely 
erratic: 
GOLDBERG. Were you a nice girl? 
LULU. I was 
MEG. I don’t know if he went to Ireland. 
GOLDBERG. Maybe I played piggyback with you. 
LULU. Maybe you did. 
MEG. He didn’t take me. 
MCCANN. I know a place in Roscrea. Mother Nolan’s. 
MEG. There was a night light in my room when I was a little girl 
MCCANN. One time I stayed there all night with the boys singing and 
drinking all night. 
MEG. And my nanny used to sit up with me and sing songs to me. (70 CW 1) 
  
       The buzz of talk at cross-purposes with each other grows more and more absurd 
and nonsensical, with Stanley (and audience) watching them as horrified and mute 
spectators. Later again (to repeat) the menace is enhanced through implicit and subtle 
means of the double-entendre songs that Pinter makes McCann sing pointedly for 
Stanley’s (and audience’s) ears. And yet again, by making the characters play a game 
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about blinding (a torture tortuously imposed by Goldberg’s stooge on Stanley by 
covering his eyes and snapping his glasses). The events at the party aim at poignantly 
riling Stanley up, thus provoking and pushing him to the edge to attempt committing 
brutish criminal acts; first by trying to throttle Meg, and then of raping the 
unconscious Lulu. Here Pinter employs his devise of deliberately debunking clarity by 
stage direction of a sudden BLACKOUT. The voices of characters emerging from the 
darkened stage—of the frantic search for McCann’s torch that has been knocked from 
his hand, and Lulu’s panic filled cries in protest of some kind of attack or molestation, 
which results in her falling—creates a pandemonium in the darkness. All this creates 
an intensely charged atmosphere which is highlighted by the fall of a pin-drop 
Silence. Then with the sudden emergence of a sustained rat-a-tat of drumbeat (which 
matches an increased heartbeat), and of Lulu’s whimpers followed by her piercing 
scream, the shock effect is instantaneous. During the frenetic search for Lulu which 
ensues, McCann finds his torch and shines it on the table, suddenly illuminating an 
atrocious image of an unconscious Lulu spread eagled on the table, and on whom 
Stanley bends over, apparently in an attempt to rape. Interestingly, the very torch that 
was used as a blinding prop earlier in the play by Pinter, has now been used in the 
opposite sense: as an illuminating device—a brilliant example of Pinter’s economical 
use of a single stage prop for multiple, and even opposing purposes. 
       Stanley, caught red-handed thus, is immediately incriminated and is rendered 
liable for punishment at the hands of so called custodians of the System. With the 
charges of him being a prospective criminal (made at the previous inquisition) proven 
against him, the agents of the police converge upon him in order to arrest him even as 
he moves back giggling all the while in a terrorised breakdown, only to be stalled by 
the wall behind him. Thus Pinter’s adeptly contrived pattern, through fusion and 
flexibility of pluralistic dramatic and linguistic devices and styles and also through 
rising action, drives Act Two to its climactic conclusion. 
       The final Act Three opens with the repetitiously mundane and ritualistic ‘habit 
trap’ of action after what seems like a virtual end of the play. There are a number of 
ritualistic and verbal parallels drawn in this Act from the first Act; which can be 
technically called as Pinter’s ‘self-parodying’. The Act begins with a similar verbal 
patterns and rhythms as the first Act began with: 
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MEG. Is that you Stan (Pause) Stanny? 
PETEY. Yes? 
MEG. Is that you? 
PETEY. It’s me. 
MEG. (Appearing at the hatch) Oh, It’s you . . . . (77) 
       Paradoxically, the point of similarity here with the opening lines of Act One , 
highlights their striking difference .Whereas in Act One, Meg pointedly identifies her 
husband Petey, here she mistakes him for someone else (Stanley). Also, whereas in 
Act One she has a lot of food  (sustenance) to offer to both Petey and Stanley, in the 
last act she has nothing left to offer them—the food already having been consumed by 
the invaders Goldberg and McCann. Although the gambit of Stanley being ‘up’ and 
‘down’ is repeated here too, the previous humour is replaced by menacing suspense. 
Meg, as usual takes the cup of tea upstairs for Stanley, but is stalled from entering his 
room by McCann in his doorway. 
       In Act One when Meg informs Stanley about the impending visit of two men, 
there is a comic ‘in-turn’ teasing by Stanley when he playfully menaces Meg about an 
impending visit by a hearse van with a wheelbarrow in it, expected at their doorstep 
looking for a particular person (suggesting her being carried away as a corpse). This is 
an ominously ironic fateful foreshadowing, as we learn later. In Act Three, when Meg 
prepares to go shopping for food, she sees a large car parked at their doorway. An 
imaginary sequence from the first Act almost materializes in Act Three where, by 
association, the scene acquires a sinister meaning: 
MEG. Did you see what is outside this morning? 
PETEY. What? 
MEG. That big car. 
PETEY. Yes. 
MEG. It wasn’t there yesterday. Did you . . . did you have a look inside it? 
PETEY. I had a peep. 
MEG. (Coming down tensely, and whispering) Is there anything in it? 
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PETEY.In it? 
................................................................................................................ 
MEG. Well . . . I mean . . . is there . . . a wheelbarrow in it? 
PETEY.A wheelbarrow? . . . . I didn’t see one . . . what would Mr Goldberg 
want with a wheelbarrow? (79) 
       Also Pinter flips the scene in a masterly ironic manner, which signifies a 
‘change’, when the unkempt unshaven scruffy look of a confident Stanley from the 
first Act is replaced by a well shaven and suited and booted gentlemanly look of a 
broken Stanley in the last.  McCann’s nervous tearing up of the newspaper into five 
strips in the first Act that signifies the suggestive drawing of a blueprint for the whole 
‘job at hand’ into five stages ((i) Stanley’s interrogation, (ii) his symbolic blinding, 
(iii) McCann’s suggestively leading singing, (iv) Stanley’s commitment of ‘crime’, 
and (v) his final torture and castration) is juxtaposed by his triumphant tearing up of 
the next day’s paper similarly, that suggest the five stages of successful “carving up” 
of Stanley.   Pinter seems to be picking up loose threads from the first Act for a 
parenthetic wrapping up of the play in the last Act. Thus, after having wrought a 
cataclysmic change by using chaos as a catalyst agent, Pinter folds up the play with 
the repetition of the mundane daily rituals, which are an ironic message: [that]the 
show must go on. The newspaper as a prop has again been used by Pinter brilliantly in 
varying senses. 
       But before they leave, the agents of the System (the parents/ the priests/ the 
professors/ the politicians) have some explaining to do about what happened and why. 
Petey’s subtle query about Stanley’s present crippled state is met with a sharp answer 
from the chief carver Goldberg: 
PETEY. What came over him? 
GOLDBERG. (Sharply) What came over him? Breakdown Mr Boles. Pure 
and Simple, Nervous breakdown. 
PETEY. But what brought it on so suddenly? 
GOLDBERG. (Rising and moving upstage) Well, Mr Boles it can happen in 
all sorts of ways. A Friend of mine was telling me [. . .] that sometimes it 
happens gradual—day by day it grows and grows and grows . . . day by day. 
And then other times it happens all at once. Poof!  Like that! The nerves 
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break. There is no guarantee how it’s going to happen, but with certain people 
. . . it’s a foregone conclusion. (82) 
       The portentous overtones about an (Stanley’s?) impending death make Petey 
enquire in desperation; “They get over it sometimes don’t they?” to which Goldberg 
replies that there may be a possible ‘recovery’ which is ‘conceivable’. These words 
are suggestive of abortion/death and re-conception/rebirth. Goldberg’s words echo 
Petey’s twice repeated reassurance to Meg earlier, (when she distresses over the 
prematurely broken membrane of the symbolic womb like drum that she gifts Stanley) 
by saying,” You can always get another one” (78) 
       There is another one of Pinter’s brief self-parody in the final act of the 
interrogation-allegation scene from the first act, when an angry betrayed Lulu and a 
mocking remorseless Goldberg juggle with words; and also in a caricature of a 
confession scene that the defrocked priest McCann seeks to forcefully draw out of 
Lulu, before she flees from the scene. 
       Stanley is then brought back on the stage in a vegetative state; neatly shaved and 
in a ‘dark well cut suit and a white collar’ and seated on a chair. After virtually 
peeling off his skin with a retributive force, the System Agents serve him with his 
reincarnation itinerary list. Here, Pinter employs the ancient technique of Greek 
stichomythia which is “Dialogue in alternate lines—a verbal parrying accompanied by 
antithesis and repetitive pattern.” (OED) This rhythmic Duologue exchange produces 
a ritualistic minimal ‘chant effect’ of hypnotising. This continues through seventy 
three rapid exchanges of pithy statements alternately by the duo.  
       This ‘re-initiating’ process involves wooing Stanley with new glasses ( “out of 
our own pockets”) changing into reproachful ( “You can’t see straight”, “ You’ve 
been cockeyed”) then intensifies into allegations ( “You’ve gone bad to worse”, “ 
worse than worse”) and drop down in softening tone to (“You need a long 
convalescence”, “ A change of air”) ; then rising back again to a threat of hellish 
torture ( “where angels fear to tread’). The tone changes to calling him sick (“You’re 
in a rut”, “You look anaemic”. “Rheumatic”, “Myopic”, “Epileptic”, “You’re on the 
verge”, “You’re a dead duck”) and then to presenting themselves as his 
saviours/Messiah (“But we shall save you”, “From a worse Fate”, “True”, 
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“Undeniable”, “From now on we’ll be the hub of your wheel”). After this comes the 
list of Perks and Institutionalized caring ( “We’ll renew your season tickets”, “We’ll 
take tuppence off your morning tea”, “We’ll give you a discount on all inflammable 
goods”, “We’ll watch you”, “ Advise you”, “Give you proper care and treatment”, 
“Let you use the bar club”. . . ) The list continues thus with a promise of sports 
vestment, free passes, luxurious food, Medicaid, gymnasium, church attendance help 
and a host of random products which involve anything and everything from bed, bath 
and beyond. (Quotes: 92-93 CW1) 
       The lure then turns to describing his re-orientation and re-grooming process 
(“We’ll make a man of you” {strong/ courageous/ determined/ stable}, “And a 
woman” {soft/ loyal/ loving / family oriented}) and turns to painting a pretty picture 
of success ( “You’ll be rich”, “ You’ll be adjusted”, “You’ll be our pride and joy”, “ 
You’ll be a mensch”, “You’ll be a success”, “ You’ll be integrated”, “You’ll give 
orders”, “You’ll make decisions”, “ You’ll be a magnate”, “ A statesman”, “ You’ll 
own yachts”, “Animals”, “ Animals”). (Quotes: 93-94) With the final repetition of the 
word ‘animals’ Pinter affects a bathetic breakup of the hypnotic flow with a double 
beat, which is followed by a Silence that marks the end of the list. The rhythmic beat, 
that begins with ‘You’ve, You’re and You need’, goes on to change with ‘We’ll’ (let 
you, give you, advise you) before finally changing tune to ‘You’ll’ (become) 
integrated, successful, a magnate, A statesman owning ‘yachts’ and ‘Animals’ 
(Human slaves?)  
       Upon serving the list, Goldberg asks Stanley his opinion about the whole thing. 
But all Stanley can do is look at him myopically without his glasses, clenching and 
unclenching his eyes. To elicit some kind of answer out of him the honcho McCann 
hits Stanley’s Achilles Heel by calling him “Sir”: “What’s your opinion sir? Of this 
prospect sir?” (95) (It is to be noted that in Act One Stanley reacted violently to 
McCann’s calling him ‘sir’ once). The word has the desired effect; Stanley’s hands 
clutch his broken glasses and begin to tremble before he emits a gurgling sound from 
his throat: “Uh- gug . . .uh-gug . . .eeehhh-gag . . . (on the breath ) Caahh  . . . Caahh . 
. . .”(95)Then with a shudder his head drops and he becomes still. Here Pinter, by 
implication makes a horrific suggestion that they may have severed or castrated his 
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tongue; this time outrageously and completely robbing him off his speech and or 
associatively silencing his rebellious remonstrations forever. 
       The prosecutors-inquisitors-judges then carry him off to “Monty” (Purgatory? 
Mortuary?)  In spite of Petey’s repeated protests, even as he shouts after them in a 
broken voice with a last vestige of hope: “Stan, don’t let them tell you what to do!” 
(96) Pinter ends the play with an automaton of daily rituals that seem to be playing 
themselves out with walk-and-talk  the latter of which is (to use Pinter’s own words), 
“platitudinous trite and meaningless” spoken in set- pieces separated by pauses that 
once again build up a vacuum.  
       Meg’s final words are no wiser than those at the opening of the play. She bubbles 
once again (although with tragic irony and inaccuracy): “I was the belle of the ball . . . 
. They said I was . . . . Oh, it’s true I was . . . .  I know I was.” (97) 
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CHAPTER THREE 
LANGUAGE GAMES: MANOEUVRE AND MANIPULATION  
(THE CARETAKER) 
       The Caretaker is Pinter’s second full length play that established a notable 
paradigm shift in his technique; from naturalistic-absurd to hyper-realistic. Speaking 
about the play in an interview with Kenneth Tynan Pinter remarked:  
I think that in this play I have developed, that I have no need to use cabaret 
turns and blackouts and screams in the dark to the extent that I enjoyed using 
them before. I feel that I can deal, without resorting to that kind of thing, with 
a human situation. (From an Interview with Kenneth Tynan, Theatre of the 
Absurd, 249) 
What we witness in the play is a technical refinement of the dialogue, which is 
Pinter’s notable contribution to the postmodern theatre of language. The mimetically 
expressive front of the play is brought into being by Pinter’s experimenting with 
inarticulate voices of the two characters, Aston and Davis. Their dialogues can be 
explored ‘intuitively’ and result in highlighting more expressiveness than the 
traditional articulate speech would do. The Caretaker is Pinter’s exploration of how 
language works, at both the levels of its power and impotence, in transforming the 
human situation. 
       About Pinter’s use of English Language in his plays Andrew Kennedy observes: 
Pinter writes a quasi-naturalistic dialogue as if he had linguistically trained 
perception; but the seemingly accurate ‘real language’ phrasing is consciously 
patterned to show up the inadequacies—idioms as idiocies—and failures of 
language. The technique of pauses and elliptical sayings; the repetitions and 
the circumlocutions; the language games and cliché catalogues, further, the 
play on stress and rhythmic nuances—all these amount to a linguistic 
naturalism which has clearly grown into something else ... a progression from 
a limited to a critical language.(21-22, Six Dramatists) 
       Pinter therefore, is not dealing here with language as just as a medium of 
communication. He is also examining its potential to self-destruct as it reaches the 
helm of intensity, by trailing into the ‘unspoken’ (unfinished thoughts or unstated 
implications) in the form of ellipses, or by falling into Silence. As Pinter, in his 
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‘Writing for the Theatre’ explained “...the more acute the experience, the less 
articulate its expression.”(11, CW 1) Thus in The Caretaker, the purity and the 
lyricism of Pinter’s use of language rests, not in the use of rhetoric, but rather in its 
profoundly overwhelming simplicity. This lyricism is minimally generated by the use 
of repetitions, rhythm, ellipses, pauses and silences. What we have in The Caretaker 
is a plain style of compressed language used strategically to alter situations with 
verbal games and the power dynamics of language as used on the social plane. The 
playwright seems to be taking us on a roller coaster ride; with language that fluctuates 
between hyper-naturalistic or a ‘tape recorded fidelity’ (as in mimetic technique), to 
reaching towards patterns of language that diminish to the untranslatable for the sake 
of representing intensified expression. Pinter’s technique involves an exposing of his 
characters (representing the human race) in struggle with language, which can also be 
seen as an anathema, and that has an inbuilt power of altering everyday speech. 
       Constructed on the shifting patterns of Foucauldian power dynamics, The 
Caretaker illustrates shifts in the power structures within human relationships. This is 
done through changing patterns in language and dialogue, which has been arranged or 
(to use Kennedy’s term) “systematically deranged” by the author who at times 
deliberately debunks verifiability, or at the other, plays upon the inbuilt ambiguity of 
the language system. Such a pattern of dialogue reveals the verbal instability of 
human speech, which eludes substantiation and authentication of states of being.  
However, Pinter also makes a point that the shifts in the power structures within the 
play, do not guarantee any paradigmatic shift in issues relating to human lives, either 
in terms of progress or impasse.  
       Many critics have drawn a parallel association between Pinter’s The Caretaker 
and Samuel Beckett’s Waiting for Godot with respect to the existential predicament. 
But unlike Beckett’s characters that struggle and suffer metaphysical anguish in a 
universal limbo, the premise of The Caretaker is specific and socially realistic. The 
characters are very real, with a definite background and also a past. The struggle 
within the play is the attempts by the characters to make human connections, and their 
failure to do so. This is the result of the paralysis that ensues because of the world and 
its people who are impediments for progress. Besides this, the characters’ own social, 
psychological and physical limitations prove a hindrance to their personal 
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development and growth, thus overpowering their potential evolvement as human 
beings. As Valerie Minogue points out in her essay “Taking Care of the Caretaker”: 
[In The Caretaker] discomforts, evasions and pretentions flash like headlights 
on a dark road [....] Three men are trying by means of language to surmount 
barriers and find common ground. Their language itself, because of its 
imperfections—and their lack of expertise—reveals the fears, needs and 
inadequacies they struggle to conceal. (73, TCV) 
       The lower class idiom that Pinter employs while writing the dialogue of The 
Caretaker wields a hypnotic power over the audience/ reader, as the impulse to speak, 
(within the characters) emerges from what Pinter termed as “muscularity of thoughts 
and feelings”. The cliché laden idiom within the play, in its very strategic placement 
of words, creates a freshness, which is sometimes revealing in its ‘horror’ merely due 
to its inept use at the most inconsequent moment.  
       The setting of this three act play is a typical kitchen sink drama scene: a room in a 
dilapidated house (the only habitable place) which is cluttered with oddities like 
furniture, kitchen and cleaning appliances, woodwork tools, beds, newspapers boxes, 
kitchen sink, a step ladder, a coal bucket, a lawnmower, a shopping trolley, suitcases, 
a statue of Buddha atop the gas stove and an old bucket hanging from the ceiling. 
       The structure of this three act play is linear, where Pinter patterns language for 
the traditional purpose of expressing the characters’ life through speech. In a 
competitive world where changing rules for the sake of expediency has become 
commonplace, we see the characters, jockeying for various positions. 
       Act One opens with a brief pantomime, where we see Mick (a man in late 
twenties) sitting upon a bed surveying his ramshackle surrounding, observing each 
object apiece, till his gaze comes to rest on the bucket hanging from the ceiling. He 
then removes his gaze from the bucket, and looks out in front as he sits motionless 
and expressionless. After ‘thirty seconds’ a door bangs and muffled voices are heard 
from offstage, hearing which Mick slinks away unobtrusively from the scene. Upon 
his exit, therein enter Aston (a man in early thirties) and Davies (an old man). From 
the conversation that follows, we learn that Davies is a tramp, who worked as a 
cleaner at a cafe, and who has been rescued by Aston from a violent brawl at the cafe. 
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       From the beginning we can see two separate patterns of faltering speech in the 
duo’s conversation, where Pinter’s use of repetition and ellipses is outstanding: 
ASTON. Sit down. 
DAVIES. Thanks. (Looking about.)Uuh ... 
ASTON. Just a minute. 
ASTON looks around for chair, sees one lying on its side by the rolled carpet 
at the fireplace, and starts to get it out. 
DAVIES. Sit down? Huh ... I haven’t had a good sit down ... I haven’t had a 
proper sit down ... well I couldn’t tell you ... 
ASTON. (Placing the chair) Here you are. 
DAVIES. Ten minutes off for a tea break in the middle of the night I couldn’t 
find a seat, not one. All them Greeks had it, Poles, Greeks, Blacks, the lot of 
them, all them aliens had it. And they had me dirt. When he come at me 
tonight I told him. 
Pause. 
working there ... they had me working ....  
.............................................................................................................................. 
All them Blacks had it, Blacks Greeks Poles, the lot of them, that’s what, 
doing me out of a seat, treating me like  
ASTON. Take a seat. (16-17, CW 2) 
       In this set-piece we notice that the phrase ‘sit down’ has been used by both the 
characters. Yet the ways the two take the phrase to mean are significantly different; a 
fact that reveals something about the nature of each one of them. Aston’s intentions 
appear as straightforward and polite. He extends a welcoming gesture to the tramp, 
which is starkly evident in his looking around for a chair, finding one and then 
repeating politely “Take a seat”. 
       On the other hand, for Davies, the phrase sets in motion a stream of associations, 
where his thoughts and feelings are made transparently correlative to his speech. In a 
stream of consciousness manner, the phrase leads him to think about the immediately 
preceding events: about his inability to find a seat at his work place amongst his co-
workers at a tea break. The mention of the co-workers leads him on again, to grumble 
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about his colleagues, who were (apparently) immigrants (Greek Poles, Blacks) and 
therefore ‘aliens’. If we notice closely, here we see Davies hesitate for a moment and 
changes the order of referring to them from ‘Poles Greeks and Blacks’ to ‘Blacks 
Greeks and Poles’. The re-ordering reveals the tramp’s intensity of hatred in a 
declining order; with Blacks on top of the list, followed by Greeks and then Poles. 
According to Davies, these ‘aliens’ or subalterns, by virtue of their wicked alliance as 
‘them’ (namely enemies), had the nerve to do him (a superior white) ‘out of [his] 
seat’.(17) Not only that, they ‘had him working there’(17) which was tantamount to 
being ‘treated like dirt’.(17) With the use of ellipses in Davies’ speech,( “they had me 
working there ... they had me working ....”(17)) followed by the tramp’s trying to 
loosen up with an exclamation and downwards fisted (and pugnacious) punches; 
Pinter works an intense build up of what he calls “muscularity of thought” and 
feeling, that portrays a hatred felt beyond words.  With brilliant economy, Pinter is 
able to establish, in the first two pages of The Caretaker, two astonishingly opposite 
kind of characters: one, an honest trusting humanitarian being who does not hesitate 
in inviting riff-raff to his house and another, an ill-tempered xenophobic bigot who 
feels superior even in his penury and derelict status. Yet, paradoxically, Davies is a 
tramp who has a sense of social rank. This is evident in his refusal to smoke a 
cigarette (a working class act) when Aston tells him to roll one. He, however, takes 
some tobacco for his pipe (a gentleman’s token) which he carries on himself. This 
sense of superiority becomes evident again in Act Two, when Aston hands him over a 
bag of clothes that he has brought for the tramp. He rejects the checked shirts as bad, 
revealing that he prefers “shirts with stripes, a good solid shirt, with stripes going 
down. That is what I want” (50, italics mine) he says. He however, accepts the red 
velvet smoking jacket, which is again a sign of high social rank. 
       Davies speech reveals his desperate need and attempts to feel important. He tries 
to establish a one-up-man-ship for himself by calling his peers names like ‘filthy 
skate, toe rags [with] ‘manners like pigs’ (p18). At the same time he juxtaposes 
himself with them as someone ‘clean [and brought up] with the right ideas’. (18) He 
also takes pride in having ‘had dinner with the best [and] eaten off the best of 
plates’.(19) Davies description about his own hygienic immaculateness verges on the 
comic when he exaggerates about having left his wife forever very soon after the 
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marriage, because he discovered a ‘pile of her underclothing, unwashed’ in a 
‘saucepan’.(18) However, in the very next line he decides it was a ‘vegetable pan’(18) 
since he realized that a saucepan would be too small a utensil to contain ‘a pile of 
underclothing’: “The pan of vegetables, it was. The vegetable pan.” (18) Rectifying 
his mistake thus, he lingers upon it for a while with a tautological correction. Pinter’s 
art in making the tramp struggle with the idiom makes him stand out as ludicrously 
pathetic being, with whom one can commonly identify. 
       Perhaps the sight of the statue of Buddha (made from porcelain), placed on a gas 
stove makes him utter his very next line: “I’ve eaten my dinner off the best of plates” 
(19) (also made from porcelain or china). The china statue and the gas stove, by their 
joint association, bring to his mind, plates and food. This is the way Pinter makes 
Davies’ speech build up impulsively through series of associations, with thoughts 
mingled up with senses and emotions. The hyperbole that Pinter creates in his speech 
using such association (“I remember the days I was as handy as any one of them.... 
But I haven’t been so well lately. I’ve had a few attacks” (p.18)) makes the scene 
come out as exceedingly hilarious.  
       In the sets of Davies’ speeches, Pinter exploits the malleability of language for 
structural and mimetic patterning. Aggression in some of these speeches is evident in 
the character’s use of staccato phrases minus all conjunctions; thereby expressing a 
fierce antagonism and badgering: 
DAVIES. Comes up to me, parks a bucket of rubbish at me tells me to take it 
out the back. It’s not my job to take out the bucket! They got a boy there for 
taking out the bucket. I wasn’t engaged to take out buckets. My job’s cleaning 
the floor, clearing up the tables, doing a bit of washing up, nothing to do with 
taking out buckets. (18,CW2) 
The racy speech here, suggests an assertive forcefulness of retaliation, while the 
refrain like recurrent variations of ‘taking out the bucket’ gives the speech a poetic 
rhythm. This is Pinter’s illustration of the fact that the most colloquial idiomatic 
language is not without an inbuilt lyrical quality. 
       Davies is a tramp, who by virtue of his social rank has more arrogance than is 
necessary for his own good. This is the reason he is disliked wherever he goes, and 
always lands himself into some trouble or the other. Consequently he seems to live in 
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a constantly defensive and reactive mode. This is evident in his referential speeches 
about his various hostile encounters with people around, which he relates to Aston: 
DAVIES. I told him what to do with his bucket. Didn’t I? You heard. Look 
here, I said, I’m an old man, I said, where I was brought up we had some idea 
how to talk to old people with the proper respect, we was brought up with the 
right ideas, if I had a few years off me I’d ... I’d break you in half. That was 
after the guvnor gave me the bullet. Making too much commotion he says. 
Commotion, me! Look here, I said to him, I got my rights. I told him that. I 
might have been on the road but nobody’s got more rights than I have. Let’s 
have a bit of fair play, I said. Anyway he gave me the bullet. (19, CW 2, italics 
mine) 
       The hyperrealism employed by Pinter in Davies’ self-referential speeches 
becomes comic in its exaggeration. Davies’ insecurity and fears becomes evident in 
his attempts to take control by using his inarticulate speech that turns into a 
grotesquery, with the use of his phatic language. With refrain like repetitions (‘Look 
here, I said’, ‘Look here I said to him’ and later ‘Look here mister’, ‘Now look here’) 
Pinter makes him defend himself. This is made more clear with “I’ve got my rights” 
and grows more arrogantly exaggerated with “nobody’s got more rights than I have” 
(by virtue of his being ‘White’ over ‘them Blacks’?). Also the use of the oxymoron 
makes the speech even more comical: “I might have been on the roads but nobody has 
got more rights than I have.” Towards the end, with the twice repeated “the 
[guvnor/he] gave me the bullet” the speech becomes exceedingly hilarious. Here 
Pinter’s applies the word ‘bullet’ as a synecdoche for ‘firing’ (which again in turn is a 
synecdoche for being put out of work). The construction of the speech here is deviant 
from the normally conventional one, which would be like saying “he fired me”; and is 
Pinter’s comic dramatic device.   
       Laughter also arises, when Davies, in his attempt to sound devastated by a 
‘cataclysmic disaster’ that has struck him in the shape of having being shorn off his 
meagre belongings. He uses emphatically explosive and comically alliterative 
expulsions in his speech: “All of them, the lot was there you see, in this bag. Every 
lousy blasted bit of my bleeding belongings I left down there now....” (19) Davies 
expresses the gravity of his loss; the ‘blasted bits’ (like diamonds blasted from coal 
mines) which he pretends to have toiled over to possess with blood and sweat (and 
therefore they were his ‘bleeding belongings’). Here we have Pinter using a meta- 
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language which has been permutated with farfetched, associations thus verging on the 
grotesquery. The seemingly nonsensical language here is not, what most critics see as, 
a failure of communication as it expresses minimal relatedness which is characteristic 
of the stream-of-consciousness technique. Perhaps this is one of the qualities of 
Davies speech that makes Mick remark in Act Three: “I can take nothing you say at 
face value. Every word you speak is open to any number of different interpretations”. 
(82) 
       In most of Act One, the tempo of the play is slow, where we witness two 
inarticulate beings mutually exploring each other through structurally rhythmical 
verbal encounters. As Kennedy points out, what we have is two separate patterns of 
‘hesitant speech’ where we ‘listen to the words as symptoms’ (183, Six Dramatists 
emphasis mine)  
       Astons’ speech is a pathologically slow fumbling with words (caused by mental 
illness and ensuing shock treatment in the past).This causes his dialogues to trail off 
into ellipses or oblivion. On the contrary, Davies’ remarks are a careful slow probing 
in order to elicit useful and useable information to aid his primary concern: existence 
in a hostile world. In his direct encounters with Aston (when he is not using 
referential speech) Davies starts playing his game of ‘hide and seek’. After his rant 
about his cafe brawl has subsided Davies becomes aware of his surrounding, which is 
the room where he has been brought in by his benefactor. Then he starts probing 
Aston: ‘Is this your room?’, ‘You sleep here do you?’, ‘You got any more rooms then, 
have you?’, ‘What about downstairs?’, ‘This is your house then, is it?’, ‘You the 
landlord, are you?’ (20-21) For quite some while, Pinter develops the structural 
pattern between pauses that heighten the atmosphere of crafty use of language by the 
tramp. Each pause speaks volumes about the thoughts racing in Davies’ mind, while 
he seeks out information, makes mental calculations, and lets it all sink in: 
DAVIES. ... This is your room? 
ASTON. Yes. 
DAVIES. Must be worth a few bob, this ... put it all together. 
Pause 
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There is enough of it. 
ASTON. There is a good bit of it all right. 
DAVIES. You sleep here do you? 
ASTON. Yes. 
DAVIES. What, in that? 
ASTON. Yes 
DAVIES. Yes, well, you’d be well out of draught. 
ASTON. You don’t get much wind. 
DAVIES. You’d be well out of it. It’s different when you’re kipping out. 
ASTON. Would be. 
DAVIES. Nothing but the wind, then. 
Pause 
ASTON. Yes when the wind gets up it ... 
Pause 
DAVIES. Yes ... 
ASTON. Mmnn ... 
Pause 
DAVIES. Gets very draughty. 
ASTON. Ah 
DAVIES. I’m very sensitive to it. 
ASTON. Are you? 
DAVIES. Always have been. 
Pause 
You got any more rooms then have you? (20-21) 
       The conversation trudges and plods along Pauses which mark two inarticulate 
beings, as struggling to make small talk. It is notable, that with each ‘Pause’, Davies 
steers the conversation to another set of thought, jumping back, forth and sideways: 
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starting from his enquiry about the room, to about various sections of the whole 
house, then travelling back to the scuffle at the cafe, and immediately next, jumping 
on to observing and enquiring about the people next door. Upon Aston’s confirmation 
about there being neighbours around; he pauses again and links acknowledging 
neighbourhood to acknowledging ownership: “Davies: This is your house then, is it? 
/Pause/ Aston: I’m in charge. / Pause/ Davies: You the landlord, are you? “(21). The 
pauses in between makes him access the situation as an opportunity of his gaining 
territory, as he mentally assimilates this significant piece of information. He feels his 
fortune lift up as is evident when (in between the conversation) he lets slip “I was 
lucky you come into that caff” although he quickly covers up with “I might have been 
done by that Scott git”. But the Freudian slip tells that he has already begun to count 
his good luck. The pauses in the speech are potently suffused with unspoken thoughts 
or the dialogue of the inner mind, which seems to be racing and already plotting his 
next move towards taking possession of the place. His body language; as he put his 
pipe in his mouth and starts puffing at the unlit pipe is suggestive of the excitement 
that he feels, and struggles to keep under control. Then fearing that he might reveal 
too much, he quickly retracts to the topic of the neighbours with a non-sequitur: “Yes 
I noticed them heavy curtains pulled across next door as we came along. I noticed 
them heavy big curtains right across the window down there. I thought there must be 
someone living there.”(22). Here, Davies extends his speech deliberately to divert 
Astons’ mind from his plucky prodding in case he (Aston) became suspicious of his 
intentions. But Aston’s next line throws him off the gear: “Family of Indians live 
there.”(22) 
       Davies xenophobia surfaces again with this new piece of information and he 
makes an impulsive association: “Blacks?” (Then more urgently) Blacks eh?”  With 
this he suddenly gets up and starts pacing the room and his body language illustrates 
his disturbed state of mind. Perhaps his first instinct is to flee the place. But if we 
notice carefully, there is (what Pinter calls), a ‘double thing’ happening here. Davies 
wants to leave, and yet he wants to take possession of at least something from the 
room. Therefore in his very next sentence he asks Aston if he has an extra pair of 
shoes that he could spare for him. Shoes can, by free association, be linked to walking 
away, as in picking-up-one’s-shoes-and-running-away. So shoes are the first thing 
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that spring in his thoughts, and which he instinctively asks for. Upon Aston’s puzzled 
query “Shoes?” Davies lets off a tirade of a ‘story of his life’ (which perhaps he 
invented impromptu, or which is readymade like Goldberg’s malleable-to-
permutations stories) commensurate with the demand of his situation. 
       As would be expected of him, it is a spiel about having been mistreated by a 
monk at a monastery at Luton. The monk, reportedly, cheated him out of a pair of 
shoes that were meant for charity; and above that he was also rude to the tramp. 
Beginning with “ Them bastards at the monastery let me down again.”(22), the story 
rambles along with its digressions and the oblique aim at convincing Aston about the 
tramp’s credibility and authenticity. So the saga about the journey to Luton meanders 
through Shepherd Bush where Davies had a ‘mate’, who put him on to this monastery. 
Incidentally, this mate ran a convenience store: 
DAVIES. .... (He watches Aston) Run about the best one. Always slipped me a 
bit of soap, anytime I went there.Very good soap. They have the best soap. I 
was never without a piece of soap. (22)  
       Having told Aston earlier, about his strict adherence to hygiene (he had professed 
to have deserted his wife because of her filthy habits); and having also made a claim, 
“I may have been on road a few years, but you can take it from me I am clean” (18). 
Davies now, along with his rigmarole of ‘Odyssey’ to Luton, brings into highlight the 
proof about how he managed to stay clean all the time—owing to the magnanimity of 
a mate at  Shepherd Bush. By this time, having somewhat regained his composure, the 
tramp is back to the business of manipulating Aston’s kindness, and goads him on, in 
his search for a pair of shoes for himself: 
ASTON. You’ve got to have a good pair of shoes. 
DAVIES. Shoes? Its life and death to me (22) 
Then again: “I used to know a boot maker in Acton. He was a good mate to me.”(23). 
Davies has, by now, guessed Aston’s need for building up a friendship, so he starts 
harping upon his large hearted mates; and of how he depended upon the kindness of  
mates to run his business of living. Aston, who is starved for a friend, finds Davies 
virtually dangling himself as a prospective mate in front of himself, just like a carrot-
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on-a-stick. According to Davies’ moves, the offer is there, but for a price. The strands 
of associative intermingling run into Davies’ tale here too. While looking for the 
shoes, Aston jogs the tramp’s memory back by asking: 
ASTON. What happened when you got there then? 
Pause 
DAVIES. I used to know a boot maker in Acton. He was a good mate to me. 
Pause 
You know what that bastard monk said to me? 
Pause 
How many more Blacks you got around here then?’ 
ASTON. What? 
DAVIES. You got any more Blacks around here? (23) 
The ‘Them bastards’ at the monastery, by association, brings back to his mind the 
‘them Blacks’ and he pops in a non sequitur, “How many more Blacks you got around 
here?”  
       Pinter makes the two characters talk at cross purposes. The structure of speech 
here is multi-layered; operating on many levels that emerge and fade by the power of 
associations and with the retrospections respectively. This is illustrative of the fact 
that real conversation does not proceed logically or in sequence. The first pause after 
Acton’s speech is that of expectancy for an answer to his query. But Davies’ thought 
is still on the run-on mode where he is still focused on enumerating his good mates. 
The second pause is a delay in the registering of Aston’s recent question; and now 
ready for a retort and creates a dramatic suspense again by asking a rhetorical 
question: “You know what that bastard monk said to me?”(23) After this he gives 
another dramatic pause during which his mind reverts to think retrospectively about 
‘them bastards’ or the Blacks once more. Perhaps the fact about having the despicable 
Blacks around, alarms him again, and he decides to exercise caution by enquiring 
about their numbers.  Meanwhile Aston in response holds out a pair of shoes to him, 
which he has suddenly found, forgetting about the mention if any ‘Blacks’: 
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ASTON. (Holding out the shoes) See if these are any good. 
DAVIES. You know what that bastard monk said to me? (He looks over the 
shoes) I think those’ll be a bit small. 
ASTON. Would they? 
DAVIES. No don’t look the right size. 
ASTON. Not bad trim. 
DAVIES. Can’t wear shoes that don’t fit.Nothing worse. I said to this monk, 
look here mister.... (23) 
       The dialogic technique employed by Pinter is of dislocated verbal interaction, and 
is ultra naturalistic in its zigzag progression and therefore has been made deliberately 
illogical and un-sequestered. The verbal encounter between the two is like a rickety 
cartwheel ride that proceeds rather bumpily or non-smoothly. It fluctuates in both 
time (past and present) and the subject matters (monks, shoes, Blacks etc.)  It 
becomes clear over the course of the conversation in Act One, that Davies’ speeches 
reveal themselves as symptoms of obstacles and barriers (shoes, papers in Sidcup, or 
bad weather). Aston’s speech, on the other hand, reveals itself as a symptom of 
pathological slowness and a vagueness verging on paralysis of both mind and body.   
       Considering the pair of shoes that Aston has offered him, the tramp examines 
them critically. He comments, first by praising them: “not a bad pair”, “strong all 
right”, and “not in a bad shape”. They are also made of ‘hardy leather’ which is not 
like suede which ‘creases’ and ‘stains’ he says. Then suddenly his praise takes a 
bathetic plunge with “don’t fit though, these are too pointed [and] they’d cripple me 
in a week”. (24) He hands the shoes back to Aston, thus refusing his kindness, which 
has, by now become figuratively synonymous with taking back his own dole of 
friendship-with-a-price-tag. Aston’s own vulnerability now becomes evident upon his 
insistence of helping the tramp with getting his shoes: “I’ll see what I can look out for 
you.”(24) Aston is not ready to give up on his accidentally found companionship and 
tries to negotiate. Davies’ riposte: “Good luck. I can’t go on like this. Can’t get from 
one place to another. And I’ll have to be moving about, you see, trying to get fixed 
up”. (25)  This shows that he has started acting pricey. A pair of shoes has become 
absolutely essential now, but acceptable only on Davies’ own terms: like the choice of 
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their make, texture, or the colour of their laces (as we see later). Aston’s concern 
about him as to where he would go makes him reply, “Oh, I got one or two things in 
mind. I’m waiting for the weather to break.” This is followed by a pregnant pause 
which illustrates the speech as Davies’ gambit of taking a risk; in throwing in the 
gauntlet to see how Aston would react to the concealed threat of his (Davies’) 
departure. With the ball now in Aston’s court, the same pause (from Aston’s 
view/side, is suggestive of a quiet consideration for a while, after which he makes his 
first significant offer to the tramp: 
ASTON.  (Attending to the toaster) would ... would you like to sleep here? 
DAVIES. Here? 
ASTON. You can sleep here if you like. 
DAVIES. Here? Oh, I don’t know about that. 
Pause 
How long for? 
ASTON. Till you ... get yourself fixed up. 
DAVIES. (sitting) Ay, well, that .... 
ASTON. Get yourself sorted out .... 
DAVIES. Oh, I’ll be fixed up ... pretty soon now .... 
Pause 
Where would I sleep? 
ASTON. Here. ............. (25) 
       The dialogue between the two pauses is the first point of intensity of the play, 
where the offer is made, considered and is taken further. Considering Aston’s move of 
the offer, Davies makes a counter move of weighing the option by asking (“How long 
for?”) Obviously, now he is emboldened and pushes his luck further by hoping for 
something more than mere shoes. Aston fumbles uncertainly with the deadline issue, 
and in his failure to decide or eagerness to reply soon he uses the tramp’s own words: 
(“till you... get yourself fixed up”) Davies’ sitting down again signifies his willingness 
to negotiate further and he begins considering his terms (“Ay, well, that...”.).  While, 
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the ellipses in Aston’s speech suggest a groping for the right words; those in Davies’ 
suggest a toying with the idea of offer made to him, a deliberate hesitancy to make 
Aston more anxious and therefore , proportionately more generous. Aston furthers the 
offer of staying till the tramp gothimself“sorted out”. Now getting sorted out is 
something that might take up a considerable amount of time for someone in Davies’ 
position. This in itself ensures an indefinitely extended stay for the tramp. Davies, 
now assured and satisfied with this offer tries to assure Aston in turn (Oh, I’ll be fixed 
up ... pretty soon now....) The ‘pretty soon now’ between two ellipses appears a very 
vague time duration, which sounds more like a dismissal of the importance of the time 
factor. After another pause comes his selfish concern for his comfort: “where would I 
sleep?’ His decision to stay has not yet been delivered and he keeps Aston on 
tenterhooks, like the cliff hanger. This makes Aston offer him the best that he has: 
“Here, the other rooms ... would be no good to you.” After this the tramp makes sure 
where he would sleep (if there was an extra bed), and goes further to ask “this gas 
stove works, do it?”, and upon a reply in negative) says, “What do you do for a cup of 
tea?”  
       Till now, we see how the power dynamics has made a considerable paradigmatic 
shift in relation to the respective positioning of the two characters. Pinter excels here 
in using language as a forceful tool for usurpation. As various critics have said, 
words, pauses and dots, like music notes, develop themes in Pinter’s plays, moving 
towards their climatic crescendo. 
       Once settled to the idea of staying and making Aston’s room his own, Davies 
turns his attention to the room’s contents examining them one at a time and making 
his enquiries: 
a) “This gas stove works do it?” 
b) “What do you do for a cup of tea?” 
c) “(Davies observes the planks) You building something?” 
d) “(He turns to the lawnmower) Got a lawn?” 
e) “(Davies picks up the statue of Buddha) What’s this?” 
f) “Davies turns and peers under the sink.” 
106 
 
       As the two move around to create space for him Aston mentions the lavatory 
down the landing. This makes his xenophobia surface once again. He stops in his 
tracks and makes a terrified query: “You don’t share it do you? ... I mean, you don’t 
share the toilet with the Blacks do you?” Perhaps, living as a tramp, Davies has been 
accustomed to using a place of public convenience. Pinter here demonstrates how 
humans live on the brink of existentialist fears that lurk constantly in a corner of the 
mind, and keep surfacing even with a hint of the remotest association.  
 
       The extent and intensity of Davies’ fear can be gauged by the frequency with 
which such a linking occurs. When Aston tells him how he had been jabbering in his 
sleep, he denies it vehemently saying, “maybe it were them Black making noises, 
coming up through the walls.”(32). Later again in Act Two when Aston offers him a 
job of becoming the caretaker of the house he panics: 
ASTON. You see, what we could do, we could ... I could fit a bell at the 
bottom, outside the front door, with ‘Caretaker’ on it. And you could answer 
any queries. 
DAVIES. Oh. I don’t know about that. 
ASTON. Why not? 
DAVIES. Well, I mean, you don’t know who might come up them front steps 
do you? I got to be a bit careful. 
ASTON. Why, someone after you? 
DAVIES. After me? Well, I could have that Scotch git coming looking after 
me couldn’t I? All I do, I’d hear the bell, I’d go down there, open the door, 
who might be there. I could be buggered as easy as that man. They might be 
after my card... they ring the bell called Caretaker, they’d have me in, that’s 
what they’d do, I wouldn’t stand a chance. (52-53) 
 
       The subject about foreigners or immigrants keeps popping obsessively, in almost 
everything that Davies discusses, and this reveals the extent to which he has nurtured 
his bigotry and phobia. Even in his pretence to show Aston his noble intention of 
working towards ‘getting fixed’; his carefully crafted speech soon runs into, and 
merges with, the crevice of fear and loathing in his mind: 
DAVIES.I might get down to Wembley later on in the day. [.......] There’s a 
caff down there, you see, might be able to get fixed up there. I know they were 
a bit short handed. 
ASTON. When was that? 
DAVIES. Eh? Oh, well, that was ... near on ... that’ll be ... that’ll be a little 
while ago now. But of course, what it is, they can’t find the right kind of 
people in these places. What they want to do, they are trying to do away with 
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these foreigners, in catering. They want an Englishman to pour their tea that’s 
what they want, that’s what they’re crying out for. It’s only common sense 
en’t? Oh, I got all that under way ... that’s ... uh ... that’s what I’ll be doing. 
(36) 
 
       Aston offers Davies some coins, after he has agreed to stay with him in the house. 
Davies comes back on his track, and starts seeking the forgotten shoes once again, 
although indirectly: 
DAVIES. (With great feeling) If only the weather would break! Then I’d be 
able to get down to Sidcup! 
ASTON. Sidcup? 
DAVIES. The weather’s so blasted bloody awful, how can I get down to 
Sidcup in these shoes? 
ASTON. Why do you want to get down to Sidcup? 
I got my papers there! (28) 
 
Davies ‘explains’ to Aston about his position as a destitute, which he says is due to 
the obstacles in the path of attaining his identity proof papers. These papers, he tells, 
are resting at some distant place with ‘a man’ who he would have to search for with 
some difficulty, since he left his papers with this man, ( for security) some fifteen 
years ago: 
DAVIES.A man I know has got them. I left them over with him. You see? 
They prove who I am! I can’t move without them papers. They tell you who I 
am. You see! I’m stuck without them. (29) 
 
       Davies’ speech can be taken as his ‘explanation’ for his paralysis against social 
progress. Then again, with its last key sentence (“I’m stuck without them”(29)), it 
might be his hinting about a prolonged stay that would result from the extreme 
difficulty that he feels he’s going to encounter while looking for, and retrieving the so 
called papers. 
       To Aston’s puzzlement as to why he would have to prove his identity, Davies 
reveals: “you see I’ve been going around under an assumed name.”(29) He then string 
out a palaver about how his insurance card with his ‘assumed name’ on it (Bernard 
Jenkins) which he had got made by “paying out in pounds, not pennies” was rejected 
a stamping by the “nigs” (niggers, a derogatory term for black immigrants); and so he 
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would have to retrieve his supposedly authentic papers from Sidcup, as his real name, 
he claims, was Mac Davies. 
 
       The reference to the remote Sidcup papers recurs several times in the course of 
the play. When Mick, while offering Davies a Caretaker’s job asks for his references, 
he replies: 
 
 I’ve got plenty of references. All I got to do is to go down to Sidcup 
tomorrow [....] He ain’t only got my references down there, he got all my 
papers down there[...] I’ll go down there any day, I tell you, I was going down 
today, but I’m ... I’m waiting for the weather to break [...] Listen. You can’t 
pick me up a pair of good shoes can you?  [...] I can’t get anywhere without a 
pair of good shoes, see? (60) 
 
       And then later again in Act Three, when Davies grumbles about the open window 
and the rain: 
 
DAVIES. [....]That bloody rain, man, come right in on my head. Spoils my 
sleep. I could catch my death of cold with it, with that draught [....] just shut 
that window [....] you can see it’s raining now. Look at it. It’s coming down 
now. 
Pause 
........................................................................................................................... 
ASTON. I think I’ll have a walk down to Goldhawk Road. I got talking to a 
man there. He has a saw bench. It looked in pretty good condition to me. 
Pause 
Have to walk down there I think. 
DAVIES. Listen to that. That’s done my trip to Sidcup. Eh, what about closing 
that window now. It’ll be coming in here.  (62-63) 
 
       It is notable, that the mention of the Sidcup papers, along with the cribbing about 
shoes, bad weather and rain, comes up like a refrain within the course of the play. 
This is also a strategic placement which reveals the dramatic intention of Pinter, in the 
method of grouping such a pattern. These ‘obstacles’ or ‘barriers’ mentioned or hinted 
at by the tramp are just signs of  the excuses that he puts forward  for his reluctance to 
fetch them. This is most evident in the last quote here, where Pinter juxtaposes 
Aston’s readiness to walk out in the rain, in order to gather his tools for building his 
shed (his absolute determination explicit in the pause that goes before “have to walk 
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down there I think” (62)), with Davies’ excuse of cancelling his trip to Sidcup 
because of the rainfall: “Listen to that. That’s done my trip to Sidcup. (63)” 
       It is doubtful, whether Davies really ever wants to go to Sidcup, or for that 
matter, he even really has any papers there at all. This suspicion is mouthed later by 
Mick towards the end, when he rejects the tramp: “Most of what you say is lies. [.....]. 
You make a long speech about all the references you’ve got down at Sidcup, and what 
happens? I haven’t noticed you go down to Sidcup to obtain them.” (83) Davies’ 
speech marks his evasiveness, an attribute which has been characteristic of him right 
from the beginning. The only difference is that while it appeared comic earlier, it has 
now ceased to be funny. 
 
       Stanley Eveling in his article “Pinter Stagecraft: Meeting People is Wrong”, notes 
that one of the major changes in the avant-garde and the postmodern drama is the cast 
listing: “tramps, lunatics, sexual deviants, figures of oddity and menace have trooped 
into the theatre onto its stage” who are “a comic version of higher forms of life” who 
attribute high social status to themselves:  
They are status seekers or rather they attribute status to themselves not so by 
claiming to occupy main-plot positions but by means of manner in which what 
they do and what they have been is described. (83, in You Never Heard Such 
Silence, Ed. Alan Bold)  
 
Eveling , comments further, about Pinter’s ‘world’ and his characters: 
His characters are not merely liars and imaginers: inventing a less than sordid 
version of what they are, they are trapped by having imaginations which never 
venture beyond the mere factual, artists at odds with their own drab materials, 
with what their own imaginations have to offer. (84-85) 
       In The Caretaker, Davies’ speeches mark his evasiveness, an attribute which is 
characteristic of him. His excessive talking and questioning is what Pinter calls in 
“Writing for Theatre”, “a torrent of language being employed” to “cover nakedness.” 
(14-15, CW 1) So whenever we have Aston asking him a question, (which is on rare 
occasions), Davies parries evasively: 
ASTON. What did you say your name was? 
DAVIES. Bernard Jenkins is my assumed one. 
ASTON. No, your other one? 
DAVIES. Davies, Mac Davies. 
ASTON. Welsh, are you? .... You Welsh? 
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Pause 
DAVIES. Well, I been around, you know ... what I mean ... I been about ... 
ASTON. Where were you born then? 
DAVIES. (Darkly.) What do you mean? 
ASTON. Where were you born? 
DAVIES. I was ... uh ... oh, it’s a bit hard, like, to set your mind back ... see 
what I mean ... going back ... a good way ... lose a bit of track, like you know 
.... (34) 
 
One can only make a guess about the reason of this concealment which verges on the 
grotesquely comic here. Davies seems to be fudging facts about his identity, either 
because he is paranoid and therefore delusional; or because the revelation may prove 
to be incriminating evidence against his equivocal past. Pinter leaves distinct clues in 
the text, which can sum up as Davies having been a convict earlier. For example, 
Davies does not hesitate to pull a knife on anyone, including his benefactor, with a 
warning, that he has used it before. Then again when he is discussing about the 
variety of saws with Aston: 
DAVIES. What’s that then, exactly, then? 
ASTON. A jig saw? Well it comes from the same family as the first saw. But 
it is an appliance you see. You have to fix it on a portable drill. 
DAVIES. Ah, that’s right. They’re very handy. 
ASTON. They are, yes. 
DAVIES. What about a hack-saw? 
ASTON. Well I’ve got a hack-saw, as a matter of fact. 
DAVIES. They’re handy. 
ASTON. Yes.... So’s a keyhole saw.... (25, The Caretaker, Methuen edition) 
 
       With the mention of hack-saw, we can guess that Davies stream of consciousness 
associates it with hacking, which is synonymous with bruising or mangling, and 
therefore acts of violence. Aston’s retorts to Davies calling a hack-saw handy, by 
saying: “so is a keyhole saw.” This is Pinter’s hilarious pun on the term ‘spying’. 
Although uttered ineptly, the term creates an oracular ominous tone, which later 
reflects in Davies’ revelation to Mick about how he kept a watch on Aston during the 
nights, through holes in his own blanket. Then again, when he tells Aston repeatedly 
in a furious tirade “Your brother has got his eye on you.” The subtext of the exchange 
may also suggest an extermination or cutting off, of their relationship in the future. 
Similarly, ‘a keyhole saw’ may also point out to breaking into someone’s house or 
space. Thus with the use of minimal language, Pinter creates a host of meanings and 
layered suggestions. 
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        Going back to the tramp’s real name, he reveals it as Mac Davies and not Bernard 
Jenkins. In fact that is what Pinter calls him while listing the characters of the play 
(and one might assume that Pinter must know, although it is equally true that he might 
not for sure, since Pinter has often revealed that some of his own characters are a 
mystery to him too).So there may be a slight possibility that it may be the other way 
round, since the insurance card with the name Jenkins is the only palpable proof of his 
identity, unlike the distant unreachable papers. Still the proof is not ultimately 
verifiable, since the tramp also mentions once that he has ‘Plenty of other cards, lying 
about” about which no one (specially the foreigners) knows. 
 
       Talking about Pinter’s technique regarding nomenclature, Ronald Knowles points 
out in his essay on ‘Names and Naming in the Plays of Harold Pinter’: 
A considerable number of Pinter’s characters are either unnamed in the play or 
unnamed under dramatis personae: Mick and Aston (The Caretaker), Beth 
and Duff (Landscape), Ellen, Rumsey and Bates (Silence), Deeley (Old 
Times), Hirst (NoMan’s Land), Hornby (A Kind of Alaska).... The plays in 
which the characters are completely unnamed onstage... are largely studies in 
isolation in which anonymity is an appropriate corollary ... Pinter’s kind of 
alienation effect denies the audience access to identity, by way of a name.... 
Instead we are exposed to existences... the rendering of just being, existing. 
And where the particular existence is anonymous, an empathetic audience 
response is forestalled. The plays are powerful emotional experiences and the 
power partly derives from the alienation of emotion.  (125-126, Harold Pinter, 
You Never Heard Such Silence) 
 
Therefore, separated not as ‘identities’ but as ‘speakers’ on the stage; Mick and Aston 
tend to become recognizable only in their appearance and in the respective language 
they speak, which has been shaped by their life as individuals. What we have in The 
Caretaker is three sets of language, isolated in their patterns, and which are non-
interchangeable (Unlike that of the tramps in Beckett’s Waiting for Godot). These sets 
of language portray a pluralism of style in the play. Theirs is a language that “speaks 
[them] instead of a language that is spoken by [them]” (41, Harold Pinterby Guido 
Almansi and Simon Henderson). 
 
       Ronald Knowles also points out significantly that “No dramatist has been so 
consistently and conspicuously concerned with names and naming throughout his 
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career [as Pinter]” (113,) In The Caretaker Pinter’s naming of the characters, also 
appears as significant in their onomatopoeic representation: ‘Mick’ (monosyllabic) 
representing the ‘Quick’ that he is; ‘Aston’, beleaguered and heavy ‘As[a] Ton. 
‘Davies’ as a portmanteau from ‘Devil’ and ‘Hiss’, apparently the ‘evil whisperer’ or 
‘Satan as snake’ who tries to poison Mick’s ears against his brother Aston. 
 
       Aston’s only common element with Davies is their inarticulateness. But in 
essence even that is as different with both as chalk and cheese.  Yet, on various 
occasions, we find Aston seeking some common ground with Davies, in order to 
strike some kind of companionship with him. For example, judging from Davies’ 
attitude, he comes forth as ‘choosy’. Aston tries to project himself as being picky too. 
He relates to Davies: 
I went to the pub the other day. Ordered a Guinness. They gave it to me in a 
thick mug. I sat down but I couldn’t drink it. I can’t drink Guinness from a 
thick mug, I only like it out of a thin glass. I had a few sips but I couldn’t 
finish it. (28, CW2) 
 
       Then again, while discussing a variety of saws, the conversation keeps hitting an 
impasse every time, with “They are very handy” and “Yes they are”. Aston tries to 
make a connection with the tramp by steering the conversation to a more personal 
ground. Judging the tramp about his misogynist convictions, from his earlier 
statement about having deserted a ‘dirty’ wife forever; Aston tries to spell out his own 
distrusting attitude towards womankind. (As we come to know later, how he started 
mistrusting the female species, after having been shockingly betrayed by his mother 
whose help he had sought, from undergoing the dangerous shock therapy, and who 
instead, gave a green signal to the doctors at the mental asylum to go ahead). Aston 
brings up a topic about a woman who sat next to him at a cafe and with whom he had 
picked up a conversation. This woman, he said, put her hand over his, saying “How 
would you like me to have a look at your body?” (34)  The idea of a woman asking to 
examine his physique might have phobic connotations for Aston, who had been 
constantly examined and roughed up by the doctors and nurses at the institution; and 
that too at his own mother’s ‘instigation’. 
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       Davies misreading Aston’s speech as gasconade takes on to his own bragging, 
“Women? There’s many a time they’ve come up to me and asked me more or less the 
same question.”(34) Each time Aston tries to broach a new topic; the tramp’s 
involvement takes either a tangential course, or is stalled by his ignorance of the 
subject, or by the deliberate evasiveness of the tramp. The pauses in this section of 
conversation exhibit, alternately, the effort Aston puts in to make a conversation 
going, and Davies’ blocking it. This is where we see Pinter illustrating a failure of 
communication through language. Upon this aspect Kennedy comments: “[Pinter] has 
created his dialogue out of the failures of language that might occur as English is 
spoken, by frightened or evasive or sadistically playful characters.”(169, Six 
Dramatists) 
       It becomes evident that Aston is living in his brother’s house and has taken the 
responsibility to renovate the premises. But he feels that he cannot start on the job 
before he gets his working shed up. In this way, Pinter makes Aston and Davies share 
another common base called ‘procrastination’, although for different reasons. Davies 
is a selfish lazy freeloader who would rather scheme than work to fulfil his dreams. In 
this way he has a loser’s tactics. Aston’s situation is more of a psychologically 
complex nature, where he lives under the illusion that he would be able to do 
everything by himself. He believes that he can get everything done ‘working with 
[his] hands’ , while Pinter ironically conveys the futility of his conviction regarding 
his one-man-mission, by making him fiddle with a toaster plug, endlessly for two 
weeks, without any progress. 
       While Davies’ want for shoes, and Aston’s shed loom large as ‘insurmountable 
barriers’ for them in the way of achieving progress; we have Mick: Aston’s younger 
brother, who is in a constant haste to expand everywhere, on the personal, social and 
business levels. Mick’s behaviour, in relation to and in contrast with his co- 
characters, becomes evident in his idiosyncratic speeches. Patois is thus the 
demarcating metaphor used by Pinter in this play which spells the characters’ 
identifying features. As Eveling has pointed out: 
Their [Pinter’s characters’] lives are lived at the level of language. They live 
not in deeds but in words. They have at their disposal no power over and 
above the power of speech.... Since nothing stands for an endorsed moral or 
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normative order ... we have a world of barren conversationalists talking a life 
and acting it out on the level of vociferous encounters.(85, ‘Pinter Stagecraft: 
Meeting People is Wrong’) 
 
       We also have Victor L. Cahn’s comment about the way Pinter’s characters use 
language to play power games, in order to gain control over others: 
Sometimes the characters create stories that are used to establish dominance, 
therefore the audience, like other characters or speakers themselves cannot be 
sure where reality begins and fantasy takes over. Some games take the form of 
social manoeuvring as characters choose allies and enemies as a way to stake 
out territory. Some games are linguistic, as one character tries to outdo another 
with wordplay (4-5, Gender and Power) 
 
       Mick, introduced in the pantomime at opening scene by Pinter, is re-introduced in 
another pantomime at the end of Act One. It is a mock encounter with Davies, which 
hilariously caricatures a mock rape scene, of one caught literally with his pants down. 
In the secondary text Pinter describes this as such: 
MICK swiftly forces him to the floor, with DAVIES, struggling, grimacing, 
whimpering and staring. MICK holds his arm, puts his other hand to his lips, 
then puts his hand to DAVIES’ lips. DAVIES quietens.MICK lets him go. 
DAVIES writhes. MICK holds out a warning finger ... He regards him then 
stands looking down at him. DAVIES massages his arm watching MICK. 
MICK...picks up DAVIES’ trousers. DAVIES starts to rise. MICK presses 
him down with his foot...examines the trousers and throws them back. 
DAVIES remains on the floor crouched. MICK slowly goes to the chair sits 
and watches DAVIESexpressionless. 
Silence. 
MICK. What’s the game? (38, CW 3) 
 
       In this entire pantomime act, Pinter demonstrates how Davies (who has cunningly 
fooled Aston up to this moment of the play to establish his foothold in the house) 
needs to be physically emasculated before he is verbally tackled with, by Mick in the 
Act that follows. 
       Act Two opens with Davies flattened out and crouching on the floor while Mick 
interrogates him. Here we have Pinter parodying third degree protocol, which entails 
repeated questioning alternating between kindness and brutality (the good cop/ bad 
cop act). This is along with torture threat or actual torture as needs be. Here Pinter 
uses a stage prop; an overhanging bucket which catches drops of rain from a crack in 
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the ceiling; as a symbol. The sound of water dripping periodically from a leak in the 
roof, into an overhanging bucket, in this particular scene, caricatures Chinese Water 
Torture, a method of torment used during cross questioning, which involves a periodic 
dripping of water from a vessel over the forehead of a convict, and which becomes 
horribly painful after sometime and may drive a person insane. After baffling Davies 
with a physical assault, Mick showers him with a volley of questions in quick 
succession: 
A drip sound in the bucket overhead. They look up. Mick looks back at Davies. 
MICK. What’s your name? 
DAVIES. I don’t know you. I don’t know who you are. 
Pause 
MICK. Eh? 
DAVIES. Jenkins. 
MICK. Jenkins? 
DAVIES. Yes. 
MICK.Jen ... kins. 
Pause 
You sleep here last night? 
DAVIES. Yes. 
MICK. Sleep well? 
DAVIES. Yes. 
MICK. I’m awfully glad. Its awfully nice to meet you. 
Pause 
What did you say your name was? 
DAVIES. Jenkins. 
MICK. I beg your pardon? 
DAVIES. Jenkins! 
Pause 
MICK.Jen ... kins. 
A drip sounds in the bucket DAVIES looks up. (39-40) 
 
       From this scene, there begins a series of tirades that Mick builds up on strings of 
association. Pinter creates methods of Mick cross examining Davies, which are a tool 
to create bafflement and confusion in the tramp’s mind: 
You remind me of my uncle’s brother. He was always on the move, the man. 
Never without his passport. He has an eye for the girls. Very much your build. 
Bit of an athlete. Long jump specialist. Had a habit of demonstrating different 
run-ups in the drawing room about Christmas time. Had a penchant for nuts. 
That is what it was. Nothing else but a penchant.Couldn’t eat enough of them. 
Peanuts, walnuts, brazil nuts, monkey nuts. Wouldn’t touch a piece of 
fruitcake.Had a marvellous stopwatch. Picked it up in Hong Kong. The day 
after they chucked him out of the Salvation Army. Used to go in number four 
for Beckenham Reserves. That was before he got his Gold Medal. Had a funny 
habit of carrying his fiddle on his back. Like a papoose. I think there was a bit 
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of Red Indian in him. To be honest, I’ve never made out how he came to be 
my uncle’s brother. I’ve often thought that maybe it was the other way round. 
I mean that my uncle was his brother and he was my uncle. But I never called 
him uncle. As a matter of fact I called him Sid. My mother called him Sid too. 
It was a funny business. Your spitting image he was. Married a Chinaman and 
went to Jamaica. 
Pause 
I hope you slept well last night. (40) 
 
       Since the ‘uncle’s brother’ is a man constantly on the move, he, by implication 
always carried his passport (unlike the tramp who has no identity papers on him). 
Then by virtue of this uncle’s brother’s popularity with girls, Mick naturally 
associates him with a good physique, which logically translates into him being an 
athlete and so a sports person, who demonstrated ‘run-ups in the drawing room at 
Christmas time’( which is usually a time when the extended family gets together). An 
athletic physique and Christmas time together bring to the mind chewing on ‘nuts’ 
(which are used liberally and in variety in a Christmas cake), and also a ‘stopwatch’: 
two disparate elements, linked by free association: a sports person gorging on nuts. 
What is extremely funny is the incongruous use of a delicate and sophisticated French 
term penchant in relation to the rough and burly uncle. Mick dwells and lingers upon 
the word by repeating it triumphantly in a self congratulatory manner. According to 
Martin Esslin, this is one of Mick’s ways to stress his “claim to superior general 
education, intelligence and savoir- faire.” (47, Language and Silence). Upon the use 
of language by Pinter’s characters, Eveling remarks: 
Since all of Pinter’s characters are unreformed egotists who only see from the 
standpoint of intense anxiety about themselves, the conversation can go only 
in a direction which this total egoism demands. All conversations are contests 
in which self satisfaction or mastery is the prize. (86, ‘Pinter Stagecraft: 
Meeting People is Wrong”) 
       Mick’s speech then slips into stereo-typing; where he mentions “I think there was 
a bit of Red Indian in him” and “married a Chinaman and went to Jamaica”. Here we 
have Pinter self- parodying from this First Act, where we have already seen Davies 
make racist comments on ‘them foreigners’. The rigmarole here, in its form is a total 
disjuncture from its function; which is to flummox Davies. The use of the term 
‘Uncle’s brother’, in place of ‘father’ is a brain teaser. Yet as Mick confuses Davies, 
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he is probably mouthing aloud his own fears regarding his own sanguine 
relationships: 
To be honest, I’ve never made out how he came to be my uncle’s brother. I’ve 
often thought that maybe it was the other way round. I mean that my uncle 
was his brother and he was my uncle. But I never called him uncle. As a 
matter of fact I called him Sid. My mother called him Sid too. It was a funny 
business. (40) 
 
Perhaps, in this part of the speech, Mick is not pretending, (but as Victor L. Chan had 
pointed out once about Pinter’s plays) reality has taken over. The speech reveals his 
doubts about the ‘uncle’s brother’ (or his father) being his real father at all. Perhaps 
this is the reason why he does not call him ‘father’ at all. He also has a suspicion that 
he may really be the athletic uncle’s son, whom he never called uncle, but like his 
mother, called him Sid. His doubt is further illustrated in his calling it all a “funny 
business” (funny, as in something warranting suspicion or deceitful 
underhandedness). Further, Mick saying that his “uncle’s brother”/ father, married a 
Chinaman is suggestive of another suspicion: that his supposed father was actually a 
sexual deviant or a homosexual, who by such an association, reminds him of Davies 
(Your spitting image he was). Perhaps, knowing well about his brother’s misogynist 
tendency on the one hand, and having caught Davies with his pants down on the 
other, Mick takes a wild guess about the kind of relationship they both share, and does 
further probing to find out. So in his very next question he asks: “What bed did you 
sleep in?” When Davies points out to the bed near the sink, saying “That one”; Mick 
wants a reconfirmation: “Not the other one?” (40) 
       After a minute, Mick again launches into another swanky rant where he says that 
he found Davies to be a replica of “another bloke [he] knew in Shoreditch”. He then 
proceeds to enumerate the names of several towns and cities, parks and localities, 
junctions, corners and churches; and also the transport service bus numbers and their 
respective routes. Here Pinter makes Mick apply a ‘torrent of language’ that he uses 
to assert his superiority over the ignorant and rootless tramp, by laying claim to 
having geographical knowledge about the city. Mick’s rant here can be compared and 
contrasted with Davies’ in his futile attempt at contesting and mastery in the same 
field, later; when talking about fetching his references from Sidcup he all he can 
bluster is: “ I know the place like the back of my hand” (60) 
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 It may also be possible, that for Mick, language is a veneer to cover the ‘poverty 
within’. But truth about this is unverifiable. Mick continues to pester Davies with his 
act of aggressive inquisition which includes a ‘violent bellow’, a ‘continuing at great 
pace’, and then becoming ‘amicable’ again. He also grabs and snatches away Davies’ 
trousers, flicking them several times across his face, until he has Davies banging on 
the floor and groaning in frustration. Then again, as soon as he begins another rhetoric 
beginning with another wild guess of the tramp’s identity, “you know, you remind me 
of a bloke I bumped into once...” Davies bursts loudly “I was brought here! I was 
brought here!” (43). 
       The repetition pattern of Mick’s long speeches alternate with his repetitive 
circular cross questioning: about Davies’ name, whether he slept in the same room, if 
he slept well, which bed he slept in, are thrice repeated. Each time it has a similar 
beginning, which branch out into variations, and are punctuated with threats that 
involve raised voice, pushing, pulling and grabbing. To repeat, this is Pinter 
parodying third degree protocol (something not unfamiliar with what Jews underwent 
during and after World War II). The repetition of the set piece ad nauseam: “what’s 
your name? / Jenkins./ What?/ Jenkins / Jen ... kins.” is Pinter’s technical manoeuvre 
of this set of articulation at several calculated intervals. The human edifice called 
Jenkins is broken into two [Jen...kins] and thus symbolically reduced to a nonentity.  
With Davies trying to explain how and who brought him in, Mick’s assaults turn more 
severe and offensive: to name calling. Beginning with calling him ‘a born fibber’, he 
graduates to call him ‘old rouge and scoundrel’,  ‘old robber’, ‘old skate’ who was 
‘stinking the place out ’and a ‘barbarian’. Mick refuses to allow Davies an edge way 
to explain himself, debunking the old man’s claim that he was brought in by a guy. He 
asserts that Aston’s bed belonged to his mother and not ‘the guy’ (Aston) as the old 
man alleged. To Davies’ agitated retort, “Well she wasn’t in it last night!”(44) Mick 
moves menacingly towards him, warning the tramp to lay his “hands off” his (Mick’s) 
mother and not to take liberties with her. In the warning, one can easily detect a veiled 
admonition to the tramp to keep away from hurting his brother. 
       Then once again, Mick suddenly flips the subject and resorts to blackmail this 
time, in another extended speech. Using legal jargon for rental and the criminal law, 
he tries to drive a bargain with the tramp, in order to enforce him into paying a rent 
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for his stay at the place, or else, he says, he (Mick) would ensure a jail term for him 
through a legal suit, “for trespassing, loitering with intent, daylight robbery, filching, 
thieving and stinking the place out.”(45) Then suddenly, the renting, changes to 
selling where Mick strings out technical legal and sales management jargon with the 
purchase offer: “ No strings attached, open and above board, untarnished record, 
twenty percent interest, fifty percent deposit, down payment, back payment, family 
allowances, bonus schemes” (45) Pinter makes the speech hilarious, by interspersing 
veiled threats about Davies’ possible imprisonment within the speech: “ ... family 
allowance, bonus scheme, remission of term for good behaviour, six months 
lease...”(45, italics mine). The promotional marketing jargon transmogrifies into 
Insurance parlance that trails off onto a grotesquery: “Disposal of shares, benefit 
extension, compensation on cessation, comprehensive indemnity against Riot, Civil 
Commotion, Labour Disturbances, Storm, Tempest, Thunderbolt, Larceny or Cattle, 
all subject to daily check and double check.”(45). All this comes down to finally 
asking for a surety from Davies’ “personal medical attendant” (45) in order to check 
out the old man’s ability to “carry the can” (45) or check on his health and fitness.  
       This is Mick’s unique double bind communicative method of terrorizing the 
tramp; with an either/or dilemma. He gives him two choices of either going to jail, or 
meeting the impossible-to-meet terms for a man in Davies’ position (it is highly 
unlikely that a penniless tramp like Davies would own a bank account or have a 
personal medical attendant). Thus Mick heckles the tramp in his cat and mouse game, 
which proceeds rhythmically within the long speech and ends in a double beat with 
“Who do you bank with? / Pause. / Who do you bank with?” Pinter’s dramaturgy in 
this speech consists in turning such an extended jargon/s to speech acts, thus 
surcharging the atmosphere with tension. The method employed in yoking the clichés 
together releases a kind of expressive intensity, in the very process of their fusion. 
This is Pinter exploiting fragmented clichés, stringing them together into a futile play 
of sheer jargon, which appears terrifying. With such a tense dramatic situation 
developed through a high speed and staccato delivery of the speech, combined with 
the nonsensical, the scene produces an ambivalent comic/pathetic effect. Upon 
Aston’s arrival on the scene, Mick drops Davies’ trousers, Davies retreats to his bed 
and Aston resumes fixing the toaster, and a pregnant silence ensues. This marks a 
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piqued interest of the audience as to the uncertainty of the course that the play would 
take from here. The silence is followed by the final drip sound in the bucket above, as 
all the three characters look up.  
       It is notable, that each drip sound marks an end of Pinter’s particular method of 
torture; which he has phased out in this particular scene. The final drip sound is 
followed by yet another silence, marks a definitive end of the third degree; and an 
unobtrusive flow into another scene where Mick starts questioning Aston about the 
leak in the roof. One of the directors of Pinter’s plays, Peter Hall, in his write up 
entitled “Directing Pinter”, speaks about Pinter’s pauses and silence demarcates them 
thus:  
[A Pause] is a gap which retrospective gets filled in. It is not a dead stop—that 
is a Silence, where the confrontation has become so extreme, there is nothing 
to be said until either the temperature has gone down, or the temperature has 
gone up, and then something quite new happens.(26) 
       One can see that Pinter, by extending Mick’s speeches with the use of repetition 
(born in Putney/ brought up in Putney or “I know an Insurance firm....indemnity 
against Riots, Civil Commotions, Labour Disturbances, Storm Tempest Thunderbolt 
Larceny and Cattle....) does so to add volume to his speeches. Such an extension is a 
method, unique to Pinter’s characters, by which they measure their stature. 
       After changing the subject, Pinter pairs Aston and Mick in conversation for the 
first time. As noticeable earlier (and later too in course of the play) Mick always 
avoids a direct confrontation with his brother, leaving at the slightest indication of his 
arrival, even before he enters the scene. The apparently banal conversation that 
follows between the two brothers is in fact a rather poetic exchange between two 
siblings, grown apart from each other. In this short exchange, they try to connect with 
each other. Their pithy statements are interspersed with eight pauses, which mark a 
kind of hesitancy and difficulty in relating. While Aston’s speech shrinks more 
towards taciturnity with the monosyllabic ‘Yes’ used five times to answer Mick’s 
questions, Mick gently coaxes and encourages him to speak by repeating Aston’s 
answers as questions: 
MICK. You still got that leak. 
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ASTON. Yes. 
Pause 
It’s coming from the roof. 
MICK.From the roof, eh? 
ASTON. Yes. 
Pause 
I’ll have to tar it over. 
MICK. You’re going to tar it over? 
ASTON. Yes. 
MICK. What? 
ASTON. The cracks. 
Pause 
MICK. You’ll be tarring over the cracks on the roof? 
ASTON. Yes. 
Pause 
MICK. Think that’ll do it? 
ASTON. It’ll do it, for the time being. 
MICK.Uh. 
Pause. (46) 
With a Pause after each ‘Yes’; Mick patiently gives Aston some time to express 
himself some more. The leak in the roof, and the tarring it over, becomes a metaphor 
for Aston’s mental problem, which he has to make an attempt to patch over or heal. 
The conversation is highly poetic, gaining a rhythm from the pauses and the 
repetitions. The conversation is like a nibble or pecks; bit by bit. With the increasing 
number of syllables, the language slant is obvious, which sets an increasing rhythm 
tempo as in musical beats:  
You’ve still got the leak. 
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It’s coming from the roof. 
You’re going to tar it over? 
You’ll be tarring over the cracks on the roof. 
             We have next, the bag passing scene, which resembles a vaudeville juggling 
act or a ball game, which is farcical. When Aston hands over his bag to Davies, Mick 
snatches it away teasingly: 
ASTON. Here you are (ASTON offers the bag to DAVIES.) 
MICK Grabs it. DAVIES Reaches for it. 
ASTON takes it. MICK reaches for it. 
ASTON gives it to DAVIES. MICK grabs it. 
Pause 
ASTON takes it. DAVIES takes it. MICK takes it. DAVIES reaches for it. 
ASTON takes it. 
Pause. 
ASTON gives it to MICK. MICK gives it to DAVIES. 
DAVIES grasps it to him. (48) 
With this scene, Mick resumes his act of irking Davies. Here Aston shows his first 
streak of intelligence and awareness, by noticing a pattern, where Mick gives the bag 
to other than whom he has received it from. Realizing this, Aston passes the bag to 
Mick who mechanically passes it on to its owner. It is noteworthy that Mick does this 
without thinking for even a moment about depriving Davies of the bag (which 
initially, seemed to be his intention). This would mean that Mick’s intention was 
never to bereave Davies of his belongings, but to playfully awaken Aston’s 
consciousness. This is a brilliant example of Pinter portraying sibling love andcare. 
Mick who is apparently a ruthless being also exhibits another side of himself, which is 
that of utmost caring and gentleness while handling his mentally sick brother. This 
becomes more starkly obvious with Pinter juxtaposing the caring scenes with the 
preceding third degree scene, and projects the play as highly lyrical.  
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       The fragmentary hesitant pattern of dialogue between Aston and Davies 
continues when Pinter pairs them together after Mick leaves the scene. This pattern 
reaches its ‘regressive climax’ when Aston offers Davies the job of a caretaker: 
DAVIES. Caretaking eh? 
ASTON. Yes. 
DAVIES. Well, I ... I never done caretaking before, you know ... I mean to say 
... I never ... what I mean to say... what I mean to say ... I never been a 
caretaker before. 
Pause 
ASTON. How do you feel about being one then? 
DAVIES. Well, I reckon ... well, I’d have to know... you know.... 
ASTON. What sort of.... 
DAVIES. Yes, what sort of... you know... 
Pause 
ASTON. Well, I mean.... 
DAVIES. I mean, I’d have to ... I’d have to.... 
ASTON. Well, I could tell you.... 
DAVIES. That’s ... that’s it... you see... you get my meaning? 
ASTON. When the time comes.... 
DAVIES. I mean, that’s what I’m getting at, you see.... 
ASTON. More or less exactly what you... 
DAVIES. You see, what I mean to say... what I’m getting at is... I mean, what 
sort of jobs.... 
Pause. (51-52) 
Under this linguistic pattern, there is a psychological movement. One can see the two 
characters floundering for clues and seeking an idea about each other. Aston is seen as 
trying to know in his pathological slow manner, if Davies would be interested in the 
job, and even anxiously or eagerly, offers him help to learn the work. Davies, on the 
other hand is suspicious of Aston’s intentions, and wants to have the terms and 
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conditions defined clearly, regarding the kind of work expected of him. The gaps 
offered by Pinter, the ellipses in this dialogue are to be figured out and filled in by the 
audience themselves. As Kennedy says: 
The essential point is this: we continue to experience—to ‘work out’ all this 
through the language, we listen to words as symptoms, the diagnosis or 
aetiology is contributed by us (183, Six Dramatists) 
       It is notable, how Pinter pairs the characters variously in The Caretaker in order 
to define power relations. He uses similar theatrical set pieces in order to allow us to 
juxtapose and compare; to see how differently conversation evolves, with a different 
pairing. For example, in one scene, we have Davies trying to define Mick while 
discussing his (Mick’s) oddly frightening behaviour with Aston: 
DAVIES. Who was that feller? 
ASTON. He’s my brother. 
DAVIES. Is he? He’s a bit of a joker en’ he? 
ASTON. Uh. 
DAVIES. Yes ... he’s a real joker. 
ASTON. He’s got a sense of humour. 
DAVIES. Yes I noticed. 
Pause 
ASTON. He tends... he tends to see the funny side of things. 
DAVIES. Well, he’s got a sense of humour, en’he? 
ASTON. Yes. 
DAVIES. Yes, you could tell that. 
Pause. 
I could tell the first time I saw him he had his own way of looking at things. 
(48-49) 
        After having faced much harassment at Mick’s hands, Davies tries to console 
himself that Mick’s act was just a spoof for the sake of clowning. He reconfirms this 
belief by repeating tautologically (thrice), that Mick was a joker. Since he feels Aston 
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brushing him off, by calling Mick as one who “tends to see the funny side of things”, 
Davies reassures himself emphatically, with his own ‘finer’ sense of judgement: “I 
could tell the first time I saw him....” Davies is scared even to surmise or admit to 
himself that he has been jostled around on purpose by Mick who has him totally 
confused. Also, he is careful not to make much of it, in case he offends Aston by 
complaining about his brother’s misbehaviour, and thereby lose his favour. So he 
euphemistically calls him a ‘joker’, first hesitantly, and then emboldened by Aston’s 
lukewarm response, he takes the liberty of adding Aston’s expression to his own 
confirmation. Perhaps such an alliance and agreement makes him feel more secure. 
Here Pinter uses speech as a kind of dramatic action about which Esslin had 
remarked: 
Only when it was recognized that the verbal element need not be the dominant 
aspect of drama; and that inarticulate, incoherent, tautological and nonsensical 
speech might be as dramatic as verbal brilliance, when it was treated simply as 
an element of action, only then did it become possible to place inarticulate 
characters in the centre of the play and make their unspoken emotions 
transparent. (39, Language and Silence) 
       Later again, in a different set of pairing; (Mick and Davies), a conversation which 
begins on a similar note, evokes an entirely opposite response. Mick, who is worried 
about Aston’s response/ non-response of blocking him out when he tries to connect 
with him, takes to discussing Aston’s problem with Davies. Since Davies is the only 
known person with whom Aston has tried to make a connection after a very long time 
or after his shock treatment, Mick, in his desperation, hopes that Aston might have 
expressed some of his thoughts and feelings to Davies. So after eliciting a 
confirmation from Davies that Aston has been ‘friendly’ with him, Mick tries to goad 
him into talking about Davies’ opinion about his brother ( by offering him his 
sandwich as a bribe). He asks Davies for his advice regarding Aston, in the light of his 
own genuine brotherly concern. Aston, he says, is a ‘slow worker’, who needs to be 
pushed around to prevent from staying idle. But the tramp takes Mick’s solicitude as a 
lament: 
MICK. I’m coming to the conclusion that he is a slow worker. 
Pause 
What would your advice be? 
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DAVIES. Well ... he’s a funny bloke, your brother. 
MICK. What? 
DAVIES. I was saying, he’s... he’s a bit of funny bloke your brother. 
MICK.Stares at him. 
MICK.Funny? Why? 
DAVIES. Well, he’s ... funny... 
MICK. What’s funny about him? 
Pause 
DAVIES. Not liking work. 
MICK. What’s funny about that? 
DAVIES. Nothing. 
Pause 
MICK. I don’t call it funny. 
DAVIES. Nor me. 
MICK. You don’t want to start getting hyper critical. 
DAVIES. No, no, It wasn’t that, I wasn’t ... was only saying.... 
MICK. Don’t get too glib. (58) 
       Emboldened by the self importance that he feels after being allowed by Mick into 
his personal space, Davies is egotistically spurred on to call Aston a ‘funny bloke’ 
(funny as in ‘odd’). This opinion does not go down well with Mick who lets out a 
pungent interrogative ‘What?’ Davies, in his stupidity repeats himself again, which 
Mick does not take kindly and demands an explanation from him. Mick’s stand 
flusters Davies to a helpless groping for words that fail him. Mick goes further and 
accuses him of being ‘hypercritical’ and ‘glib’. Here Pinter makes Davies face abject 
failure and discomfiture, while discussing one brother (Aston) with the other (Mick). 
This is in stark contrast with the self assurance and consolation that Davies gained 
while discussing Mick with Aston, earlier. Thus in varied pairing Pinter portrays the 
change in power equations. This is an illustration of the fact that in Pinter’s plays, 
where one sits is where one stands. 
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         This is one reason of why, when a Good Samaritan like Aston offers Davies the 
job for caretaking, Davies tries to chalk out his terms and conditions for working. He 
is choosy and acts pricey and expresses his reservations about answering a bell on a 
front door with the word “Caretaker” on it. (52) In contrast, when a smooth player 
like Mick offers him the same position in his very professional manner as he talks of 
drawing a ’mutually beneficial financial agreement’, Davies jumps on the offer on 
Mick’s terms. He knows that he cannot go too far with this one, as he has already 
been overpowered by him earlier. From here begins Davies’ ‘betrayal’ of Aston. 
       According to Jennifer L. Randisi, Pinter’s plays are structured as verbal 
holograms, which “usually involve two or three people. Two characters tend either to 
reverse roles or to preserve them; three is a number necessary for betrayal” (67, 
‘Pinter as a Screenwriter’). In The Caretaker this becomes evident when Davies flips 
his alliance. As soon as he realizes that it is Mick (and not Aston as he mistook 
earlier) who is the real owner of the house, he takes a hairpin bend, choosing Mick’s 
offer as a caretaker rather than the one offered to him by Aston earlier. His attitude 
towards Aston changes from that of being ‘friendly’; to snooty, condescending and 
disdainfully patronizing. His very mode of addressing Aston changes; he starts calling 
him ‘boy’, ‘son’ or ‘sonny’ (asserting his superiority over Aston) , in contrast to 
‘mister’ or ‘mate’ as  he did  earlier. Here Pinter’s economical means of addressing, 
as instrumental of exhibiting rank, is evident.  
       Davies’ self- image gets a boost when Mick (for the sake of gaining his trust in 
order to find out his real intentions or to help him draw out Aston) praises him: “I’m 
very impressed by what you’ve said.”(56)  “Can I ask your advice? I mean you’re a 
man of the world.”(57)  “It’s just that you look a capable sort of man to me.” (59), “I 
could see before when you took out that knife, that you wouldn’t let anyone mess you 
about.” (59) This makes Davies more comfortable in his position and he starts picking 
on trivial arguments with Aston, in order to assert his will over him: 
DAVIES. ... can you close that window behind the sack? 
ASTON. You could. 
DAVIES. Well then, what about it then? The rain is coming right on my head. 
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ASTON. Got to have a bit of air[.................] I couldn’t sleep in here without 
that window open. 
DAVIES. Yes, but what about me? What ... what you got to say about my 
position? (61-62) 
When Aston asks him to change his position and sleep the other way round; he is 
adamant; “...it isn’t me has to change, it’s that window.”(62) As is usually the case, 
Pinter ends segments of conversations between Davies or either of the brothers, with 
Davies finally complaining about the weather, or the shoes as obstacles to his mobility 
from the house, into which, he has begun to gain his foothold.  This time also, the 
argument predictably reaches to the same topic, the shoes and the rain, or bad 
weather: “I can’t go out in this [rain] with these, can I? I can’t even go out to get a cup 
of tea.”(63) To this, Aston replies: “There’s a cafe just along the road.”(63) Aston’s 
recommendation about the ‘cafe’ triggers another kind of association; this time in 
Aston’s mind, which spurs him into his rant at the end of Act Two. The long speech 
reveals his association with a cafe which led to his experience at a mental hospital. 
Pinter’s stage directions, before the beginning of this speech are specifically 
significant: 
During Aston’s speech the room grows darker. By the close of the speech only 
ASTONcan be seen clearly. DAVIES and all the other objects are in the 
shadow. The fade down of light must be gradual, as protracted and as 
unobtrusive as possible. (63) 
       Here, Pinter parodies a hypnotic sub-conscious out-pouring scene at a 
psychiatrist’s darkened chamber; where the psychiatrists make themselves invisible in 
the dark so as to make it easy for the patient to talk into revealing their thoughts or 
feelings. It has been noted that in Pinter’s oeuvre we experience an echo of his 
engagement with mental institutionalisation, and a study of the human mental 
condition as one of his significant human situations. This topic is trans-textual 
between a revue sketch ‘The Applicant’, The Hothouse, and The Caretaker in his 
early plays and Ashes to Ashes much later. While, The Hothouse and ‘The Applicant’ 
depict direct images of tormenting interrogation scenes between the mental patients/ 
job applicant and the employees, in The Caretaker the same scene is permutated into 
a reckoning from outside, of a past experience from the asylum, with varying results. 
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The Hothouse scenes depict injury, impairment and incapacitation, cruelly acted out. 
In contrast, similar events, when featured as ‘thoughts recollected in tranquillity’ in 
The Caretaker actually become therapeutic in their ‘thought aloud’ exegesis as 
apparent later. 
       The unobtrusive and gradual dimming of light when Aston speaks is Pinter’s 
stagecraft device to represent the character’s withdrawing into the inner recesses or 
the limbo of his mind. Here he travels and visits the labyrinthine corridors of his 
traumatic experience to discover the cause of his mental block and the present 
physical slowness. The scene is therefore more about expulsion and exorcising than a 
confessional revelation. Yet another thing that happens is the collateral damage, in the 
shape of Aston having exposed his vulnerability and weakness to his most potentially 
destructive arch enemy—Davies. Later, Davies does use this piece of knowledge, 
when he tries to denigrate Aston in his brother’s opinion, so as to prompt Mick into 
pushing Aston over the cliff, giving him (Davies) a chance to usurp his territorial 
rights.  
       In his long speech, Aston begins by revealing how, when he used to visit the cafe, 
he became labelled, by the other frequenters, as one who ‘talked too much’. Their act 
of listening to him, made him mistake it for ‘being understood’ when actually it was 
otherwise. Here, in the beginning, we notice that Aston is convinced that he was 
misunderstood by others, while he’s sure that he was talking sense. For a slight 
moment he slips into accepting that maybe he had hallucinations, but with his very 
next sentence he retracts and contradicts his previous statement:  
They weren’t hallucinations, they...I used to get the feeling I could see things 
... very clearly ... everything ... was so clear ... everything used ... everything 
used to get very quiet... everything got very quiet ... all this quiet ... and ... this 
clear sight it was ... but maybe I was wrong. (64) 
Critics have often referred to Aston’s self contradiction, as a sign of lying. But I think, 
it’s rather, a stage where Aston finds himself on the edge; a borderline between denial 
and acceptance. It is a truth that he finds so disturbing to accept that, for a moment, it 
makes him recoil back into the comfort zone of denial once again. He repeatedly tries 
to impress upon his own mind that what he saw was ‘quite a clear sight’. Pinter breaks 
down the speech in this segment to fragmentary utterances, with gaps in between, 
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marked by ellipses. This makes the speech vaguely incoherent, and in the process, 
intensifies the experience. To quote Pinter’s own words: “The more acute the 
experience the less articulate its expression.”(11, “Writing for Theatre”, CW 1) Here 
we find Aston struggling with some inner chaotic disturbance. The ellipses in his 
speech indicate an intense mental activity. Thus we see, how in Pinter’s hand, the 
minimal colloquial is transformed into aesthetic expressiveness. The very 
contradictoriness of the speech elements in Aston’s loud thinking portrays a man 
edging gradually forward, although vacillating sceptically, towards coming to terms 
with his own reality.    
“I used to have kind of hallucinations ... they weren’t hallucinations.” 
“I could see things very clearly [...] this clear sight it was but maybe I was 
wrong.” 
“This man... doctor, I suppose ... the head one... he was quite a man of... 
distinction... although I wasn’t so sure about that.” (63- 64) 
       Here Pinter’s technique of structuring applies the using of oxymoronic 
combination of incongruous or disparate terms in order to give this point to the 
statements.  As Aston’s wall of denial cracks up, we see the truth leak out much like 
the leak from the crack in the roof. Aston reminiscences about the trauma experienced 
at the mental hospital, thus making his mind travel from the periphery of the outer 
world to the centre of his inner self, in order to witness objectively, the entire 
nightmare that he had gone through in the asylum. This is obviously done by speaking 
about it aloud, thus giving it a concrete shape or a voice. In this segment of the speech 
Aston relives the entire episodic experience of his literal incarceration within the 
asylum. He talks about his reaching out to his mother (supposedly the closest person 
to him) with his vain cry for help, and her consequent betrayal of him, in giving 
‘them’( people who ran the hospital) permission for going ahead with his electric 
shock treatment. He also talks about his failed attempt to escape and the final ambush 
that ensued, resulting in his utmost struggle of resistance, and the doctor’s cruelly 
unprofessional method of administering the electric shock on him while he (Aston) 
was still standing up (instead of them following the protocol of doing so while a 
patient is lying down) and thereby maiming him for life. 
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       Close to the end of this outpouring, we have another significantly fractured 
segment in the speech, where Aston, with extremely painful difficulty (his pain 
apparent in a cry ‘uuuhh’ that escapes him) accepts the truth about his brain damage, 
which becomes a profoundly painful coming to terms about his inner reality: 
The trouble was ... my thoughts ... had become very slow... I couldn’t think at 
all... I couldn’t... get ... my thoughts... together... uuuhh... I could... never 
quite...get it ... together. (66) 
       In the last section of the speech the flow resumes, in which Aston spells out the 
aftermath: his inability to turn his head left or right, the headaches, the living in a near 
vegetative state with his mother and brother and his desire for euthanasia at one point 
of time. He feels puzzled to have survived a near fatal trauma, and therefore now he 
expresses his wish to do something significant in order to earn his position back into 
the society. His speech thus ends with a significant statement: “But I want to do 
something first, I want to build that shed in the garden.” (66) 
       In Act Two Pinter focuses on Aston’s growing fixation with building a shed, an 
idea, which we saw germinating in Act One (“ I might build a shed out the back”(26)) 
ASTON. Once I get the shed up outside ... I’ll be able to give a bit more 
thought to the flat, you see. Perhaps I can knock up one or two things for it. 
(He walks to the window) I can work with my hands you see. That’s one thing 
I can do. I never knew   I could. But I can do all sorts of things now with my 
hands. You know manual things. When I get the shed out there... I’ll have a 
workshop you see. I ... could do a bit of wood work, simple wood work, to 
start, working with good wood. (49) 
The phatic phrases here; “you see”, “you know” reveal an uncertainty, which becomes 
intensified in the tautological repetition (I can work with my hands....you know 
manual things). Here we feel Aston’s anxiousness to master control over manual 
operations, which have, in real life, spelled disappointment and thereby failure for 
him—we see him struggling constantly to fix a single toaster plug, right from the 
beginning to the end of the play. Also, it may be that Aston’s inability to manually 
saw off the institution cell rod in his attempt to escape might have caused his fixation 
to overcome his sense of failure. Aston’s phatic repetition is more an act of self 
conviction, than a desire to mask his inability. He genuinely feels that he can 
overcome any barriers that he might encounter, and even uses the semi literate term 
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‘manual’ to impress his devotion to his goal, forcefully. Here Aston builds a dream 
which Pinter expresses in a lyrical language that Esslin marks as effecting a fusion of 
“psychological realism and poet’s control over formal elements in language.” (47, 
‘Language and Silence’). The speech slips into the lyrical poetic quality, with the use 
of assonance and alliterations: “When I get that shed out there... I’ll have a workshop 
you see. I ...could do a bit of woodwork. Simple woodwork, to start. Working with... 
good wood.”(49) 
       One significant aspect of Aston’s speech is that it reflects Pinter’s technical 
dramaturgy; what Sheila Rabillard has called “local ordering” of dramatic structure 
which occurs by formalistic means of “mathematical or perhaps syntactical rhetorical 
repetitions, series, permutations and combinations.”  (92, qtd. in “Image and Attention 
in Pinter’s Plays”, by Alice Rayner). 
       At the moment of the speech, while the audience is still unaware of Aston’s 
mental impairment, one may draw conclusion that Aston’s speech is a cover up or an 
excuse for his lack of impetus and initiative, to get the task of fixing and decorating 
the dilapidated structure of the house, a job that he has been assigned to do by his 
brother Mick The ‘shed’ in this respect, becomes similar in essence, to Davies’ shoes: 
they both appear as symbolic obstacles to their advancement in life. It is only later in 
the play, with Aston’s soliloquy that the truth about the ‘shed’ becomes contingent, 
and evolves in a new light shed by the revelation. What we had regarded (negatively) 
as the ‘reason’ behind Aston’s procrastination earlier, is theatrically self-effaced by a 
local re-ordering of the fact about the ‘shed’ , combined with a new revelation about 
Aston’s mental sickness that is associated with his physical disability. This is Pinter’s 
postmodern technique, of relativistic reordering which leads to the deconstruction of 
subjectivity. At this stage, what appeared to be the basic similarity between Aston and 
Davies earlier is deconstructed and changes into becoming their essential difference. 
We notice Aston’s constant attempts at preparing to build his shed: his acquiring the 
wood and the necessary tools, and putting his plan on paper. These are at a constant 
variance with Davies’ ennui and excuses for not moving out of the house to get his 
reference papers from Sidcup, despite having the initiative of a job offer. 
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       Aston’s speech is one of Pinter’s rare pieces, whose function (as opposed to that 
of other long speeches in Pinter’s drama) is concomitant and coherent with its form. It 
is highly unlikely that Aston is not speaking the truth here, since in this revelation, he 
his taking the risk of exposing his vulnerability to an outsider Davies. What is more 
important is the fact, that the speech contains no elements that may express a desire to 
overpower, as is the case with Mick’s or Davies’ long speeches. 
       Aston’s dream speech about working with ‘good wood’ and decorating the house; 
can be compared and contrasted with Mick’s dream speech about transforming the 
ruinous flat into a palatial pent house. Aston’s speech about ‘doing the place’ comes 
after a pause, in continuation with the shed building speech. 
... I’ll have a workshop [...] Working with ... good wood. 
Pause 
Of course, there’s a lot to be done to this place. What I think, though, I think 
I’ll put in a partition ... in one of the rooms along the landing. I think I’ll take 
it. You know... they got these screens ... you know ... Oriental. They break up 
a room with them. Make it into two parts. I could either do that or I could have 
a partition. I could knock them up you see, if I had a workshop. (49- 50) 
       Aston’s amateur simplicity about redecorating the house can be contrasted with 
Mick’s professional (though paradoxically farfetched) plans, which he mouths in the 
Act Three. Here Pinter uses the collage technique of creating a pastiche of clichéd 
images from an interior decorators catalogue. The jargon that he employs here is of 
the designer’s profession: 
.... Look what I could do with this place. 
Pause 
I could turn this place into a penthouse. For instance ... this room. This room 
you could have as the kitchen. Right size, nice window, sun comes in. I’d have 
... I’d have teal blue, copper and parchment linoleum squares. I’d have those 
colours re-echoed in the walls. I’d offset the kitchen units with charcoal-grey 
worktops. Plenty of room for cupboards for the crockery. We’d have small 
wall cupboards, a large wall cupboard, a corner wall cupboard with revolving 
shelves. You wouldn’t be short of cupboards. You could put the dining- room 
across the landing see? Yes. Venetian blinds on the window, cork floor, cork 
tiles. You could have an off- white pile linen rug, a table in ... afromosia[sic] 
teak veneer, sideboard with matt black drawers, curved chairs with cushioned 
seats, armchairs in oatmeal tweed, a beech frame settee with a woven sea-
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grass seat, white topped heat resistant coffee table, white tile surrounding. 
Yes. Then the bedroom. What is a bedroom? It’s a retreat. It’s a place to go for 
rest and peace. You want quiet decoration. The lighting functional.Furniture ... 
mahogany and rosewood. Deep azure-blue carpet, unglazed blue and white 
curtains, a bedspread with a pattern of small blue roses on a white ground, a 
dressing table with a lift-up top containing a plastic tray, table lamp of white 
raffia..( MICKsits up) it wouldn’t be a flat, it’d be a palace (69) 
       As is usually the case with Mick’s extended soliloquies, the speech signals 
exaggerations and flows by the power of its own associations. This is Pinter using 
what Kennedy calls a “language that excels in playing internal variations on its own 
verbal themes” (220, Dramatic Dialogue). The syntax of the sentences is similar, and 
the speech develops a comic rhythm with words that a repeated several times (Small 
wall cupboards, large wall cupboard, corner wall cupboard) and also the alliteration 
(curved chairs with cushioned seats) and assonance (oatmeal tweed, a beech settee 
with a woven sea grass seat). The speech, unnecessarily detailed, fails to convey much 
meaning, and portrays a castle being built in the air. Yet what is important here is not 
so much the semantic aspect, as is its significant function.What becomes notable here 
is the way the responsibility of decorating is subtly and unobtrusively transferred from 
Mick to Davies: The “I could turn this place ... I’d have teal blue ...” turns to “We’d 
have small wall cupboards...” and then goes on to become “ You could put the dining 
room...” and continues being so.(69, italics mine).  
       Another significant aspect of the speech has been pointed out by Martin Esslin, 
where he compares the use of jargon belonging to an enclosed cultural ethos; which 
effects the exclusion of the layman outsider: 
The use of technical terms and professional jargon [...] establishes the 
speaker’s superiority in his own chosen field and gives him the advantage of 
belonging to freemasonry, an inner circle of people, who are able to exclude 
intruders and interlopers. The use of technical jargon thus corresponds to the 
enclosed rooms, and protected spaces that Pinter’s characters tend to covet and 
to defend against outsiders (47, Language and Silence) 
Thus, another function of Mick’s speech may be to erect an impenetrable wall of 
technical jargon, which serves as a barrier to exclude the unschooled ignorant Davies, 
thus leaving him out in the cold. This foreshadows Davies’ final expulsion from the 
closed space of the room towards the end of the play.  
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       We notice that while Pinter designs Aston’s dream speech as an effort to 
communicate explicitly, with the use of repetitions and pleonasms, Mick’s dream 
speech, by the very application of the technical idiom is a crafty design to 
excommunicate or shut out. Davies’ incomprehensibility here becomes his tragic flaw 
or hamartia. Further, with his pretence to understand it all and agreeing to work for 
Mick, Davies literally sounds his own death knell: “... we got idea for this place, we 
could build it up, we could get it started. You see, I could decorate it out for you, I 
could give you a hand in doing it ... between us.”(72). 
       In the dialogue that immediately follows Mick’s long speech, Mick drops a hint 
of his decision towards Davies strategic expulsion; which was perhaps, always Mick’s 
secret intention: 
MICK. ...It wouldn’t be a flat. It’d be a palace. 
DAVIES. I’d say it would man. 
MICK.A palace. 
DAVIES. Who would live there? 
MICK. I would. My brother and me. 
Pause 
DAVIES. What about me? (69-70) 
But this is not done before Mick has explored some possibility of using the otherwise 
‘redundant’ Davies, to influence his brother in some positive direction (as he feels that 
Davies has some mental clout over Aston) and get Aston up started in life: 
MICK. [...] but he doesn’t seem to be interested in what I got in mind, that’s 
the trouble. Why don’t you have a chat with him, see if he’s interested? 
DAVIES. Me? 
MICK. Yes, you’re a friend of his. 
DAVIES. He’s no friend of mine. (70) 
The preclusion of Davies from being a future resident in the house is made very clear 
by Mick. 
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       Going back to Act Two, with the re-entry of Mick on the scene, Pinter effects the 
change of power structure at a very fast pace. Mick is a fast mover, which Pinter 
illustrates metaphorically, by making him the owner of a van. The van (a fast moving 
motor vehicle) represents him both as forwardly and upwardly mobile being. This is 
juxtaposed with Aston’s pathological sluggishness and the idle and otiose indolence 
of Davies. In both Act Two and Act Three. Mick is given four long eloquent 
speeches. These are not only ‘performative’ as speech-acts of severe verbal attacks, 
but they also serve as Mick’s strategy to elevate and verify his status as the most 
superior of the three. This, as he reveals in his speeches, is by virtue of his being the 
owner of a van and also the real owner of the house (in Pinter, possessions are 
commensurate with elevated positions) and on the grounds of his being more eloquent 
and (arguably) knowledgeable.  
       Davies, who outsmarts Aston in Act One by taking advantage of his illness and 
longing for a friend, gains a position of power over him and into the house. This is 
dismantled by Mick, who is shrewd enough to see through his facade. In the very first 
few moments of his encounter with Davies, Mick recognizes him to be a fraudulent 
being and questions him repeatedly about his name (which he knows is fake, and so 
he fractures it: Jenkins to Jen ... kins). In Act Three again, while Mick repudiates 
Davies harshly he asks him: 
MICK. What’s your name? 
DAVIES. Don’t start that – 
MICK. No, what’s your real name? 
DAVIES. My real name’s Davies. 
MICK. What’s the name you go under? 
DAVIES. Jenkins!  
MICK. You got two names. What about the rest? Eh? (81-82, italics mine) 
With this, Pinter makes Mick junk all the proffered information about Davies, that the 
tramp had concocted, and this trashes the image that Davies had built about himself 
almost painstakingly. Here Pinter uses language as a weapon to poke at Davies’ 
Achilles Heel—his assumed identity (which actually makes him a non-entity) when it 
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brought out in the open by Mick. Also, Mick’s elusive stonewalling jargon-speech is 
Pinter’s strategy of leading Davies into a trap of bewilderment; which Mick uses later 
to his advantage in the guise of a series of allegations that he puts on Davies, in his 
move to oust the tramp: 
1. “You mean you wouldn’t know how to fit teal blue, copper and parchment 
linoleum squares and have those colours re-echoed in the walls?” (81) 
2. “You wouldn’t be able to decorate out a table in afromosia[sic] teak 
veneer, an armchair in oatmeal tweed and a beech frame settee with a 
woven sea-grass seat?”(81) 
3. “You’re a bloody imposter mate!”(81) 
4. “You’ve got two names. What about the rest? Eh? Now come on, why did 
you tell me this dirt about you being an interior decorator?”(82) 
5. “What a strange man you are. Aren’t you? You’re really strange. Ever 
since you come into this house there’s been nothing but trouble. Honest. I 
can take nothing you say at face value. Every word you speck is open to 
any number of different interpretations. Most of what you say is lies. 
You’re violent, you’re erratic, you’re just completely unpredictable. 
You’re nothing else but a wild animal. When you come down to it. You’re 
a barbarian. And to put the old tin lid on it, you stink from arse-hole to 
breakfast time. Look at it. You come here recommending yourself as an 
interior decorator, whereupon I take you on, and what happens? You make 
a long speech about references you’ve got down at Sidcup, and what 
happens? I haven’t noticed you go down to Sidcup to obtain them. It’s all 
most regrettable but it looks as though I’m compelled to pay you off for 
your caretaking. Here’s half a dollar.”  (82-83) 
 
       Davies, who stands nowhere, as compared to Mick in articulation, fumbles with 
excuses and makes the classic mistake of blaming his benefactor for his own 
misdeeds. When Mick accuses him of lying to him, he blurts out:” I didn’t tell you 
nothing[...]/Pause/ It was him who told you. It was your brother who must have told 
you. He’s nutty! He’d tell you anything, out of spite, he’s nutty, he’s half way gone, it 
was him who told you.”(82) With this Mick encircles Davies once, as if fencing him 
before striking. He then proceeds to batter him with a fierce barrage of accusations (as 
in no.5 above); after which he tosses half a crown at his feet, as his pay off fees.  
       Quite interestingly, Richard Allen Cave in his ‘Body Language in Pinter’s Plays” 
makes a keen observation about the voluminous significance of this act: 
Mick curtly dismisses Davies from his ‘caretaking work’ tossing half a crown 
at his feet by way of recompense (thirty pence, old style: an ironic and 
derisory parallel with the treacherous Judas’ fee). (114-115, Cambridge 
Companion) 
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       Mick’s sharp and derogatory method works as a more effective dismissal for the 
crafty tramp, than Aston’s parallel, but a lukewarm way of paying him off earlier. 
When the tramp starts complaining and badgering Aston, after Aston wakes him up 
and asks him to stop making noises in his sleep he throws a tantrum: 
DAVIES. What do you expect me to do? I tell you mate, I’m not surprised 
they took you in [...] you must be off your nut! [...] I’ve seen better days than 
you have, man. Nobody ever got me inside one of them places, anyway. I’m a 
sane man! So don’t you start mucking me about [...] Just you keep your place, 
that’s all. Because I can tell you, your brother’s got his eye on you. [...] 
Treating me like dirt! [...] You think you’re better than me, you got another 
think coming. I know enough. They had you inside one of them places before, 
they can have you inside again! Any time. All they got to do is to get the 
word. (76) 
 
Davies’ gross misuse of information about Aston that he picked up from Aston’s loud 
thinking earlier, has gone beyond limits. He threatens Aston with the possibility of 
‘telling on him’ (Aston) and sending him back to the asylum; where he was, and may 
again be tortured. This is the last straw. Aston decides that he can no longer put up 
with Davies anymore, and does not want him as a friend or a companion: 
ASTON. I ... I think it’s about time you found somewhere else. I don’t think 
we’re hitting it off. 
DAVIES. Me? You talking to me? Not me man! You! 
ASTON. What? 
DAVIES. You! You better find somewhere else! 
........................................................................................... 
ASTON. Look. If I give you ... a few bob you can get down to Sidcup. 
DAVIES. You build your shed first! A few bob! When I can earn a steady 
wage here! You build your stinking shed first! That’s what! (77) 
 
       Contrary to this episode is Mick’s acrimonious dismissal, where Davies’ weak 
and vain attempts with “All right then ... You do that... you do it if that is what you 
want”; to recover from Mick’s final rejection, are thwarted. Mick loses self control, 
but channels it into a symbolic gesture of shattering the statue of Buddha while 
shouting at the same time: “THAT”S WHAT I WANT!”  The act is symbolic of his 
shattered patience.  Pinter has used the statue of Buddha as a brilliant prop, which 
represents ‘patience perched amongst chaos.’ At one level, it ironically reflects the 
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conventionally silent/mad Aston’s state in really chaotic/ mad world. Aston’s 
patience/ virtue, without strength/wisdom; becomes his folly and is metaphorically 
crushed by people at the cafe and the hospital and his mother in particular, and the 
world (even the lowest of the low/ tramps) in general. Just like the statue of Buddha 
merely exists, incongruously perched upon a gas stove without any significance to its 
surrounding, so is Aston’s state in the play: quiet and meaningless. Later, the 
shattering of the Buddha statue by Mick, while rejecting Davies, is Pinter representing 
exclusion on two levels, in one mighty blow: one is the Davies’ eviction, along with 
the shattering of a dream; while the other is the removal of the artefact or ‘what does 
not belong’ from the dark and drab environment. Metaphorically, the statue of 
Buddha also seems to represent the ‘clear sight’ that Aston could see before he was 
institutionalized. The breaking of the statue would thus represent as irreparable and 
therefore an unbridgeable gap from his past, and thereby, his release from his mental 
block.  
       Davies, on the other hand, can be seen as metaphorically personifying a catalyst 
that has been instrumental in bringing a positive change in Aston’s state; even as his 
own position (like a catalyst) remains status quo in the end. Davies’ role as a catalyst 
is important in effecting the changing dynamics within the play, as he shifts allegiance 
craftily from his benefactor Aston, to his more affluent brother Mick, and tries to play 
one sibling against the other for his ulterior motive. This is visible in the opening 
scene of Act Three, where Davies is seen cribbing to Mick, against his brother. His 
speech is interspersed with nine pauses, each representing a mental search (at random) 
about the diverse subjects of his complaints which include: not giving him a knife, 
‘lying’ about a gas connection that might blow up in his (Davis’) face, and allowing 
‘them Blacks’ to use and besmirch the banisters and the lavatory.(Note Pinter’s use of 
ballistic plosives in relation to the tramp’s temperament)  He also tells Mick that 
Aston was no friend of his, in contrast to Mick who was his real friend, by virtue of 
his being ‘straightforward’. After Davies is driven out of the house by Aston, we see 
him creeping back into the house with Mick whom he still considers his friend. As he 
tries to instigate Mick into getting rid of Aston, Mick lambasts him into smithereens; 
a speech act which Pinter intensifies further with a visual act of smashing the china 
figurine of Buddha. 
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       Mick’s bringing back Davies to the house after his first ouster at Aston’s behest, 
is a very significant move. Davies, who tends to keep coming back like some deadly 
disease, has to be culled out and uprooted for good from Mick’s brothers’ life. After 
Mick’s lambasting Davies and breaking the statue, a ‘silence’ ensues, which marks 
the end of the Davies affair. This is followed by the sound of a door banging, after 
which there is yet another silence which marks another beginning. As always, Pinter’s 
stage directions here are very important. 
Silence.MICKdoes not look at him. 
A door bangs. 
Silence, they do not move. 
ASTON. Comes in. He closes the door,moves into the room and faces 
MICK. They look at each other. Both are smiling faintly. (83-84, emphasis 
mine) 
 
       As has been pointed out by many critics, the smile marks a silent understanding 
between the brothers and their coming back to terms with each other. For the first 
time the two brothers, who have been avoiding each other move close and stand 
facing and looking each other in the eye. Their smile is an open-arm welcoming 
gesture as they both come home to each other. Mick begins to speak something to 
Aston, but perhaps realizes that no words are needed at this juncture of the silent 
tuning between them. So he leaves by the door. What is noticeable here, in Pinter’s 
stage direction, is that Aston leaves the door open for the first time (For his brother’s 
welcome? / For the tramps final exit?) Also, the smile may be a go ahead signal from 
Mick to Aston, who acknowledges and smiles back in a takeover bid from his brother. 
His final job of sweeping out the broken pieces of the Buddha along with the mess 
that Davies has been reduced to.  
 
       Davies’ final vestige of remonstration as he tries playing up to Aston again (with 
a changed tune this time) is shunned.  Davies’ shifting allegiance to anyone who 
would throw him a bone makes him an untrustworthy underdog which reduces him to 
his status quo once again, where he is left asking himself (and others) the basic 
existentialist question: “What am I going to do?/ Pause/ What shall I do?/ Pause/ 
Where am I going to go?/ Pause.”(86-87) 
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       The situation in the play makes these questions concrete in its realistic nature. Yet 
what Pinter is doing here is also something that goes beyond conventional realism. 
This is done with his local ordering, paralleling and contrasting, alternating, 
parodying and pastiche, repetitions; both on the thematic and the linguistic levels, and 
a postmodern portrayal of power dynamics of knowledge and the working of the 
language of  discourse. The Caretaker is (like most of his other plays) further 
enriched by a representation of intended mental activity in the power of its Pauses, 
and the artistic twists that the Silences entail. 
 
       The Long Silence in the end, with the still image of Aston who stands at the 
window with his back turned at Davies (who is left pleading with him) could be 
Pinter’s representation of an open ended end. This is, as Alice Rayner describes, 
Pinter’s way of “... trying to correct an audience’s profligate desire for meaning 
through closure... in the sense that it defines the closure upon singular meaning and 
replaces it with openness to multiple significations, in the process where being is 
becoming.” (91, Pinter at Sixty) 
 
       What is significant here is Aston’s healing and growth process, his final ability to 
overcome his obstacles. As he finally tells Davies, “I’ve got to get that shed to get up. 
If I don’t get it up now, it’ll never go up.”(85). Pinter drops hints of Aston’s healing 
process in the course of the play, as we see Aston struggling to overcome his 
paralysis. We can see that he finally does patch up the leaking roof, and starts taking 
concrete steps to build his shed. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
MEMORY MONOLOGUES: LANDSCAPE AND SILENCE 
       The second phase of Pinter’s dramatic writing began with two plays that were 
radically different from anything that he had ever attempted earlier. At this point of 
his career as a playwright, Pinter’s work exhibited a significant change in both the 
manner and shape of his writing, where the playwright narrowed the dramatic 
experience to a minimal. However, with the application of stringent economy in the 
use of both language and the theatrical effects, the plays lacked the action of his 
previous plays.  
       Broadly categorized as Pinter’s Memory Plays, the drama of this phase represents 
Pinter’s experiment with memory and time, a theme that had been so widely explored 
by his contemporary, Samuel Beckett.  Also, in the interplay of memory that these 
plays demonstrate and reflect, one finds traces of affinity to the prose of James Joyce, 
Proust and also in some respect Ibsen’s retrospective expositional technique, from the 
fabric of the time- past. Yet Pinter’s technique differs from Ibsen’s method in that it 
represents a fragmentary mannerism, while telescoping and creating a collage from 
traces of  memory, that illustrate what Bernard Dukore terms as ‘the partly known’. 
       In Pinter’s play The Homecoming   a character named Lenny pops up a question: 
“[A]part from the known and the unknown what else is there?” (68) In relation to this 
question Dukore comments: “Apart from the unknown and the known—which 
Pinter’s audience, like his characters, try to determine—there is the partly known: 
what is hinted but unverified. (8, Harold Pinter). The Memory Plays of Pinter 
expressed a turn which embodied something about this ‘partly known’ in dramatic 
and theatrical form. This partly known which basically developed the theme about the 
unreliability of memory was explored by Pinter in the plays entitled Night, 
Landscape, Silence and Old Times. The theme is epigraphically represented by some 
dialogues within these plays themselves: 
I can’t remember: Night (223, CW 3) 
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Yes I remember. But I’m never sure that what I remember is of to-day or 
yesterday or of a long time ago. And often it is only half things I remember, 
half things, beginning of things: Silence (214, CW3) 
There are some things one remembers even though they may never have 
happened.. There are things I remember which may never have happened but 
as I recall them so they take place: Old Times (131-132, CW 3) 
       In his article “Pinter: an Innovator?” Randal Stevenson points out: “A genuinely 
original aspect of Pinter’s work is his extension onto the stage of innovations which 
had previously been almost exclusively the property of fiction.” (44) Stevenson also 
points out that the dramatic strategy adopted by the playwright “corresponds with 
Barthes’ view of ‘scriptible’ aspect of modern writing” (40) which requires the 
audiences’ involvement to gauge or fathom situations that are only partially or 
fragmentarily clarified. In this sense, Pinter’s Memory Plays become more 
expositional than thematically developmental. Perhaps herein rests Pinter’s 
substantive innovative technique: his creation of a theatrical idiom that corresponds 
with the fictional stream-of-consciousness method of James Joyce and Virginia 
Woolf. Stevenson muses about this influence: “Pinter may have been impressed by 
the ‘disconcerting’ tactic of presenting a world partly refracted through the 
consciousness of one of the characters in it, by reading of ‘scriptible’ novels” (41) 
       Pinter’s Memory Plays are more important in terms of intense evocation of mood 
rather than elucidating probabilities of the time past. Pinter achieves this with a crafty 
and brilliant manipulation, of trivial but intelligent fragments of speech, which builds 
a mood of either impressionistic loneliness or of introspective silence. Like in a 
musical theme construct, the silence is shaped by the words that Pinter uses. Pinter’s 
dexterity as a musician with words emerges in the two short plays Landscape and 
Silence, where the images in their recurrence, are like themes of a musical 
composition that reach to a dramatic climax. These two plays are technical exercises 
of evocative prose, which is not just lyrical but also interesting in its insistent 
musicality of contrasting styles from Pinter’s earlier plays. The dominant mood in 
these plays is gentle, which is in contrast with the violence and menace of his earlier 
plays. This mood tends to lend a subtle irony to the poignant silences that have been 
written within the two plays. 
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       Another noteworthy aspect of this phase of Pinter’s writing has been the 
beginning of the centring of characters’ names within the text (a practice he started 
with Landscape and Silence). This was an innovative step which was very significant 
and crucial for Pinter, since his aim seemed to be, to separate the speech or language 
from the characters. Such a demarcation enabled the language to emerge as a ‘tool’ of 
exposure, where a character as a being, stood revealed in the language that he spoke: 
his language being shaped by whatever had influenced and shaped his life. In his 
write up, “Names and Naming in the Plays of Harold Pinter” Ronald Knowles 
comments about this aspect: “[W]hatever a person is, or may be, is identified in the 
nature of their language: a language that speaks us instead of a language that is 
spoken by us.” (129) The increased spacing in the text thus separates the speaker from 
an identity, which gets revealed in the nature of the language that he speaks. 
I 
       In Landscape Pinter achieves a distinction of theatrical ingenuity, by presenting 
singular points of view, through the radically disjunctive testimonies of the two 
characters namely Beth and Duff.  Pinter dramatically counterpoints the two 
contrasting ‘voices’ of the characters as they cross cut and inter weave. In his book 
entitled Six Dramatists in Search of a Language, Andrew Kennedy comments about 
this technical aspect: “[T]he classic female/male ‘yin and yang’ opposites provide the 
overall design, and it is worked out on every level—structure, image and rhythm. 
(189) 
       Interestingly, Hersh Zeifman, in his article “A Rose by any other name: Pinter 
and Shakespeare”, brings to light the Shakespeare influence on Pinter (who, as an 
actor had played various roles of Shakespeare characters with the Anew McMaster’s 
company) in nomenclature of his characters. Of Beth and Duff, he draws our attention 
to Shakespeare’s Macbeth and Macduff : 
Beth and Duff are joined together as Macbeth and Macduff and ultimately as 
deeply divided. Macbeth and Macduff begin Shakespeare’s tragedy as blood 
brothers [...] they close the play as bitter enemies, blood brothers in a far 
different sense: Macduff ends up slaying the tyrant Macbeth. [...] The two 
characters are linked [...] by the death of [Macduff’s] children [at Macbeth’s 
hand]. [...] Perhaps what separates Pinter’s Beth and Duff is the same absence 
146 
 
of children, the missing link that might join them, as it joins the names in the 
Shakespearean original, is “mac” Gaelic for “son”. Clearly Beth has always 
wanted a child. (131-132, emphasis mine) 
It is noticeable, that while Pinter’s Beth is represented as incarnate refinement 
(Elizabeth   Royal and courteous?)  The name Duff carries portmanteau 
connotations of the words ‘Rough’ and a ‘duffer’, clearly the two qualities that 
represent his character in Landscape. 
       The play Landscape opens with a striking visual tableau that remains unchanged 
throughout the play. Beth, a woman in her forties, is seen sitting in an armchair at 
some distance to the left of a kitchen table, while Duff, a man in his fifties, sits across 
on the opposite right hand corner of the table. In the stage instructions, Pinter sets a 
definite mode of positioning which remains constant throughout the play. 
NOTE: 
DUFF refers normally to BETH, but does not appear to hear her voice. 
BETH never looks at DUFF, and does not appear to hear his voice. 
Both characters are relaxed, in no sense rigid. 
This positioning and the characters’ respective attitude to each other, figures forth the 
relationship between the two characters.  
       The dialogue in Landscape actually consists entirely of, two separate 
monologues: each given to one speaker, which are paradoxically, interlocked. About 
this, Penelope Prentice remarks: “Beth and Duff speak at rather than to each other in a 
counterpoint that consigns speech to an extension of private memory.” (169) 
       The two characters sit in the same room, largely unrelated and immobile, as they 
speak but do not ‘appear to hear’ (emphasis mine). Duff’s ramblings relate to trivial 
accounts of the day. On the other hand, Beth’s interior monologue operates on another 
tangent altogether: it is solely a wishful inner meditation about a past love experience 
that might have been. Neither of the monologues seems to throw a light on their 
marital relationship. Rather, the tangle of the two memory threads confuses the event 
further. The entire situation spells the failure of communication on the part of Duff, 
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who tries continually, to start a conversation, yet ever fails to grab Beth’s attention, or 
elicit a response from her. Pinter once again presents a scene in a room (the kitchen to 
be specific) with a couple: one person loquacious and another withdrawn, quite 
similar to the one between Rose and Bert in his first one act play; The Room. Yet 
unlike in the earlier play, the withdrawn partner is not taciturn or silent. Pinter here 
goes a step further to take the audience inside the silence, and makes them listen to 
the voice of the mind, spoken quite like an aside by the thinker, Beth. Thus we have 
Pinter shaping the structure of the play using two conflicting monologues, one 
internal and self contained in its ruminations and fragility, and the other external and 
outgoing in its robust quality as well as its coarseness. While Beth’s internal 
monologue displays her compulsive obsession with a ‘gentle-love-making-on-the-
beach’ memory, Duff’s monologue begins with an articulation of the trivial, 
proceeding from coarse factual enumeration of the daily grind, to a crude reminiscing 
about his faithlessness, and later on climaxing in brutal sexually abusive details. 
       The movement of these two monologues runs parallel to each other, joined only 
at times with rings of irony, when they cross refer. The irony arises from the fact that 
even at the convergent points, especially when the two ruminate and regurgitate about 
shared sexual experiences, Pinter maintains a line of zero conversation between the 
two. Penelope Prentice makes an interesting observation about these characters: 
It is not necessary to suppose that these two people never speak to one 
another. The dramatic device of internal monologue simply allows Pinter to 
dramatize what is occasionally common to any conversation—one person’s 
being on his or her own track while the other is privately shut off or engaged 
elsewhere. [ Such a situation allows Pinter to dramatize] what is most 
important to each character: not each other, not even themselves as they 
presently exist, but how each conceives the self and imagines the other, 
generally in the past.(173) 
Yet, a pattern of associations operates between the two monologues. For instance, 
Beth remembers her lover describing her as a ‘grave’ person: 
BETH 
When I watered the flowers he stood, watching me, and watched me arrange 
them. My gravity he said. I was so grave, attending to the flowers... (180-
181) 
148 
 
Later, Duff goes on to describe her, using the same word: “I was thinking... when you 
were young... you did not laugh much. You were... grave.”(186) 
       Both the speakers seem to be former servants, who are seen sitting inside the 
kitchen of a country house, which they may have inherited from their (apparently 
deceased) former employer Mr. Sykes. Beth is described as possessing genteel skills 
of an artist as she is seen ruminating about the basic principles of shadow and light in 
drawing. On the contrary, Duff’s expertise as cellar man of a rough disposition stands 
in contrast to her gentleness.   
       Once again, Beth remembers wearing her blue dress to impress her lover, while 
Duff recalls noticing Mr. Sykes liking Beth wearing the blue dress that he (Mr. Sykes) 
had bought for her. This makes the audience wonder whether Mr. Sykes had been 
Beth’s lover, although on the wider canvas, the scales point towards Duff as having 
been the man on the beach, whom Beth remembers fondly from her past. Using such 
patterns of associations, Pinter builds a mood of intense ironic tension between the 
two sets of monologues. Yet the contrapuntal echoes from each other’s speech 
establish a link between the two throughout the play. This reveals two characters 
locked in a double bind of a ‘non-relationship’ situation. Like in a landscape, the 
scene on the stage remains fixed within a single frame, without any action or 
movements, except that of the lips, as the characters speak out their minds.  
       Unlike the former plays, Landscape has no confrontations or power struggles that 
may lead to any kind of complication or a climax. The play begins with a wish made 
by Beth in the time present: “I would like to stand by the sea. It is there.”(177), 
followed by a pause, after which she slips into a memory of time past: “I have many 
times. It is something I cared for.”(177) In this speech, we witness the present, future 
and past becoming woven into a tattered fabric of a dream, along with a graphic 
memory: “I’ll stand on the beach. On the beach. Well... it was very fresh. But it was 
hot in the dunes.”(177) In this interior monologue, Pinter amalgamates memory with 
desire, which gives the audience a glimpse of some intense moments from Beth’s 
past, or of her ideal love life, which she pieces together from various occasions within 
a single framework. Beth describes a day spent on a desolate beach with her man; and 
then on a crowded one, another time. She also recalls a day when she was catering for 
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a dinner party at home and another scene from a day later, spent at a hotel bar. Her 
memory runs haphazardly and non-sequentially between various events that took 
place on different days. We cannot be sure who the man on the beach was, as Pinter 
deliberately obfuscates verifiability of a clear recognition, by presenting a figure, 
whose description matches both Duff and Mr. Sykes, in the various elements that 
Beth describes him by.  
       The viability of memory certainly appears to get befuddled with the passage of 
time. About the verification of the imagined man’s identity, Martin Esslin remarks in 
his book, Pinter the Playwright: 
But of course, the point is that we will never be certain what the truth might 
be: perhaps Beth merely imagines all that [sic] beautiful episode by the sea, 
perhaps she only dreamt of having such an outing with her employer, or, 
indeed her husband. Or perhaps she did experience that beautiful day with an 
entirely different man. The landscape of memory, the landscape of soul, is 
dark, inaccessible and shrouded in mists of eternal uncertainty. (179-180) 
       In his article “ Mixing Memory and Desire: Pinter’s Vision” Arthur Ganz has 
observed that, it is also possible that the play operates on two levels simultaneously, 
where Pinter presents Sykes and Duff as two separate people on the surface level, 
whereas on the symbolic frame they are two extremities of human temperament. From 
this point of view it becomes easy for the reader to assume that although Beth loves/d 
Duff, she wishes for, in his personality, the “gentleness and quiescence of Mr. Sykes” 
(165) 
       It is noteworthy, that in Landscape, by attributing isolated speech to the two 
characters of the play, Pinter illustrates a form of ‘linguistic suffering’, as he touches 
upon the precarious borderline between interior monologue and monologue 
dominated speech. Andrew Kennedy calls such an experiment as one, wherethe 
theatre attempts to “embody visions of solipsism [where] the function of the duologue 
is ‘smothered in surmise’ even when it retains the semblance of talk between two 
stage figures.” (30, Dramatic Dialogue) Kennedy explains this further: 
 At that point the duologue may become no more than the still- convenient unit 
in the play text, holding together the parallel or criss-crossing lines of a dual 
monologue. (This mode of non-interactive as if duologue eventually came to 
be directly dramatized, for instance in Pinter’s Landscape.) (30)  
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       For this matter and manner, what becomes noticeable and significant, at the very 
beginning of the play (in the stage directions), is the fact that Pinter has categorically 
stated about the two characters, that each does not appear to hear the other. Keeping 
this in mind we begin to notice Pinter’s subtle suggestion that they do hear each other 
but without any acknowledgement pertaining to this fact. This becomes obvious, in 
the direction that each monologue takes as they pick up cues from one each other’s 
speech. For example, when Duff, talking about his visit to the park, remarks that 
“there wasn’t a soul in the park” (181), in the very next speech, Beth echoes him 
saying “There wasn’t a soul on the beach.”(181) Again, Beth mentions her desire for a 
cup of tea in some hotel when she is with ‘her man’.  
       When Duff mouths his preference for a pint of beer at a pub, Beth suddenly 
changes her mind in the following speech, “But then I thought perhaps the hotel bar 
will be open. We’ll sit in the bar. He’ll buy me a drink.”(183).This kind of mutual 
attitude (of ignoring direct address) may be suggestive of a habitual non-interactive 
estrangement, which sometimes sinks to the level of becoming an indirect hostility 
towards each other.  This hostility embodies in the snide refutations (by the other), of 
what one person has just said. At one point Duff muses, “I was thinking ... when you 
were young ... you didn’t laugh much. You were grave.”(186). In the very next 
speech, Beth’s monologue turns to denying the accuracy of this fact. Within the very 
string of the subject of her thought (which is about her time spent with her lover) 
Pinter cleverly weaves in her invalidation, which quashes Duff’s claim: 
BETH 
That’s why he’d picked such a desolate place. So that I could draw in peace. 
Pause 
Could have drawn him, He didn’t want it. He laughed 
Pause 
I laughed with him. 
Pause 
I waited for him to laugh, then I would smile, turn away, he would touch 
my back, turn me, to him. My nose... creased. I would laugh with him, a 
little.(186, emphasis mine) 
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       Beth is mostly seen sketching a seascape of her dream with her speech, where we 
come across several descriptions of intimacy, expressed in genteel and refined speech. 
It is also noticeable that while she does so, she is always aware of a third figure, of 
another older man, who lurks at some distance within the framework, almost 
everywhere she relates spending the time with her man: 
BETH 
There wasn’t a soul on the beach. Very far away a man was sitting on a 
breakwater. But even so he was a pin point in the sun. And even so I could 
only see him when I was standing [...] when I lay down I could no longer see 
him, therefore he couldn’t see me. 
Pause(181) 
Then again: 
BETH 
I slipped out of my costume and put on my beach robes. Underneath I was 
naked. There wasn’t a soul on the beach. Except for an elderly man, far away 
on a breakwater. (185) 
Or when she goes out of the house, to be picked up by her man in a car on the way 
(most probably the chauffeur that Duff has been) to be driven to the beach: 
BETH 
I caught a bus to the crossroads and then walked down the lane by the old 
church. It was very quiet, except for birds. There was an old man fiddling 
about on the cricket pitch bending.... 
Pause 
I heard the car. He saw me and stopped me. [...] I got in and sat beside him. 
[...] Then he reversed, all in one movement, very quickly, quite straight, up the 
lane to the crossroad, and we drove to the sea. (189-90) 
We see that even in the most personal and intimate moments of her life and 
relationship, there is a shadow of an old man lurking between herself and her man. 
This can make one wonder whether this is a psychological sign, of her love life 
having had been ruined in the past, by an over demanding employer, the elderly 
bachelor Mr. Sykes.  
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       Beth and Duff seem to be a married couple, both of whom had been in Mr. Sykes 
employment: one working as a housekeeper, and the other as a valet and a chauffeur, 
respectively. It appears that they had been so grossly overworked by their employer, 
that they hardly found time for each other. Even when they could steal a few private 
moments, Mr. Sykes’s presence hovered like a shadow near them. Beth subtly (and 
poignantly) suggests this in metaphysical terms, when she talks about the basic 
principles of sketching or drawing: 
BETH 
Shadow is deprivation of light. The shape of the shadow is determined by that 
of the object. But not always. Not always directly. Sometimes it is only 
indirectly affected by it. Sometimes the cause of the shadow cannot be found. 
Pause 
But I always bore in mind the basic principle of drawing 
Pause 
So I never lost track, or heart. 
Pause(196) 
       The employer’s overwhelming and over demanding presence is seen as having 
been abysmally destructive to the couple’s relationship; as it drove a wedge between 
the two. Beth tries to hold on desperately to her relationship, sketching a landscape of 
dream; of sharing moments of intimacy with her husband and of having a complete 
family with children of their own. Yet her life in Mr Sykes’s large country house has 
been such rigmarole of laborious slogging that she seems to have become 
encapsulated her work trap. The drudgery of her daily grind left her with little time for 
herself, and so she has now insulated herself in the landscape of her dream. Yet we 
see her anxiety seeping across the frame around her landscape in the shape of the 
figure of her ever loitering employer. 
       The images of Beth’s dreams mix subconsciously with the exhaustion and the 
smarting pain that her body feels all the time: 
BETH 
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I wore white beach robe. Underneath I was naked. Far away a man was sitting, 
on a breakwater. [...] When I lay down I could no longer see him, therefore he 
couldn’t see me. [...] He couldn’t see... my man... anyway. He never stood up.  
Pause 
Snoozing how lovely I said to him. But I wasn’t a fool on that occasion. I lay 
quiet by his side. 
Silence 
My skin... 
Was stinging 
I’d been in the sea. 
Stinging in the sea by myself. (181-182) 
In desperately trying to hold onto the escape-of-her-dream, Beth tries to recall the 
Land/seascape, even as stings and needles of pain overpower her body.  
       Duff’s version of the memory is more objectively poignant: 
DUFF 
Mr. Sykes gave a little dinner party that Friday. He complemented 
you on your cooking and the service. 
Pause 
Two women. That was all. Never seen them before.Probably his mother and 
sister. 
Pause 
They wanted coffee late. I was in bed. I fell asleep. I would have come down 
to the kitchen to give you a hand but I was too tired. 
Pause 
But I woke up when you got into bed. You were out on your feet. You were 
asleep as soon as you hit the pillow. Your body ... just fell back. (191) 
 
       The mention of ‘two women’ by Duff, takes us back in the play-time, where in 
Beth’s opening monologue, Pinter explores, how even an instance of the memory of a 
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fleeting image can deconstruct or displace reality. In Beth’s recollection, the two 
women who were present at Mr. Sykes’s party get transposed onto the beach, when 
she is with her man. The dissolution of memory into half forgotten fragments lends a 
hesitant un-surety to her recall: 
BETH 
Two women looked at me, turned and started. No. I was walking, they were 
still. I turned. 
Pause 
Why do you look? 
Pause  
I didn’t say that, I stared. Then I was looking at them. (178, emphasis mine) 
 
       Then again, Pinter illustrates the unreliability of memory as a confused and 
anxious Beth muses again: 
BETH 
Did those women know me? I didn’t remember their faces. I’d never seen their 
faces before. I’d never seen those women before. I’m certain of it. Why were 
they looking at me? (179) 
 
       Beth, in her visualization, recalls lying down quietly by her man’s side, without 
touching, as her wounded psyche inserts Mr Sykes presence, lying like a sword, 
between the couple. She recalls drawing bodies of a man and a woman in the sand, 
lying beside each other, but ‘not touching’. Vaguely, she refers to the emptiness in 
their relationship: “They didn’t look like anything. They didn’t look like human 
figures. The sand kept on slipping, mixing the contours.”(188) Pinter here provides a 
brilliantly poignant analogy of their non-relationship being like sketch or writing on 
the sand, which dismantles as soon as it is written or drawn. Beth’s desperate effort to 
draw the figures of two people lying in the sand: a ‘canvas’ whose surface proves 
non-conducive of holding a picture of their love relationship, creates an intensely 
poignant effect. 
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       Pinter dislocates the verbal interaction intentionally, linking it to modes of speech 
that are textured with consciously non-natural complexity and ramifications. With his 
fragmenting and telescoping of time and memory, the play remains in a kind of 
circuitous flux. Duff, who had been unable to grab Beth’s attention and time, because 
of her perpetual enslavement by Mr. Sykes’s demanding employment, tried to bring to 
her notice, in a gentle and subtle manner, their employer’s selfishness: “That nice blue 
dress he chose for you, for the house, that was very nice of him. Of course it was in 
his own interests for you to look good about the house, for guests.” (188) Duff 
obviously saw Beth’s over involvement in Mr. Sykes’s housekeeping work, as a threat 
to their relationship. It is possible, that he even suspected Beth’s emotional 
involvement with Mr Sykes, as he had tried to invoke a counter-jealousy in her heart, 
by an act of confessing to having had an affair and having been unfaithful to her, 
while he had gone on a trip with Mr. Sykes, as his valet. Significantly, Beth had 
shown no sign of anger for his infidelity. Perhaps she understood his dalliance as 
having been a consequence of her own frigidity, while she was unable to provide him 
any sexual satisfaction. So she accepted it stoically, as a salve for her own guilt for 
having denied him his conjugal rights. 
       Although Duff served Mr. Sykes meticulously well too, his dislike for Mr. Sykes 
is apparent, as he calls him a ‘gloomy bugger’ for whom he never felt sorry for his 
lonely (unmarried) life. Beth on the other hand appears to have cared for her employer 
much, as she has run his house “like a clockwork” and “like a first rate housekeeper.” 
(186)  Duff seems to have taken to referring Mr Sykes as ‘the dog’. Therefore, when 
he says, “The dog’s gone. I didn’t tell you”.(178) he seems to be gently breaking the 
news of Mr. Sykes demise once again to Beth- the neurotically withdrawn woman of 
the present time.  
       Beth has now crossed the child bearing age, but still muses about having children 
with her man. Therefore she is trapped in her mental time capsule, and ignores Duff 
completely. She comes across as a cripple who no longer goes out of the house. Pinter 
draws her as one, who is stuck in the dream pattern of her long-term erratically 
fractured memory, which is intermittently blotched with images of faces from the 
past. 
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       On another level, Duff’s monologue also suggests that Mr. Sykes may have 
resided in some old age home or an asylum or a rehabilitation or de-addiction shelter, 
before he passed away.  Duff refers to ‘the shelter’, which he visited from time to 
time. It is significant to note that there are two shelters he speaks about. One is under 
the tree, where he took shelter from the rain, as he mentions of having taken refuge 
there along with some noisy teenagers. While in the very next instant he mentions 
about the shelter about which he says “there wasn’t anyone else in the shelter.” Duff 
also speaks of his wish to feed the sparrows: “The ducks were away, right over on 
their island. But I wouldn’t have fed then anyway. I would have fed the 
sparrows.”(180) Sparrows, unlike ducks, shelter in buildings. Duff may have been 
still taking care of Mr. Sykes, walking him around within the precincts of the 
‘shelter’. This is evident when he relates to Beth. “The dog was with me” and then 
“The dog wouldn’t have minded me feeding the birds. Anyway, as soon as we got in 
the shelter he fell asleep. But even if he’d been awake.....” (179, emphasis mine). The 
fact that Duff refers to dog as ‘he’ and not ‘it’ hints at the possibility that he visualised 
Mr. Sykes with a derogatory term.  
       Speaking of their de tour, Duff also mentions a man and woman on the other side 
of the pond.  He could have been visualizing both Beth and himself on the ‘other side’ 
of the water body, demarcated from the shelter in which resided the potential threat to 
their marital happiness. Surely it is his imagination since the couple has vanished 
from the sight as he looks again:  
DUFF 
The funny thing was, when I looked [...] the man and the woman under the 
trees on the other side of the pond had gone. There wasn’t a soul in the park.” 
(181, italics mine)  
       The fact that the neurotic Beth hears Duff is made evident by Pinter, when in the 
very next moment he strategically includes a parody of the same sentence in her 
reverie: “There wasn’t a soul on the beach.”(181).  
       Beth is insulated in her time trap, and Duff comes across as a protector of this 
injured woman. His anger seems to be directed towards their employer (who he 
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blames for Beth’s present state) and anything associated with him. This anger even 
transfers to the ducks that Beth had fed, when “[they had] walked up the pond with 
the dog.”(187). This is one of the reasons why he relates the pond and the path 
besides it with “Dogshit, duckshit... all kinds of shit.”(181)  With ‘the dog’ now gone, 
he gently exhorts her to move out of the house in which she seems to have 
incarcerated herself now, probably as a habit out of her employer’s strict slave 
driving, and the lack of time ( because of the same), in the past. Duff seeks to free her 
from her mental habit trap: “You should have a walk with me one day down to the 
pond, bring some bread. There is nothing to stop you.” (180) Another time, he pleads 
with her to come out and sit in the garden:  
DUFF 
You’d like that. The open air, I’m often out there. The dog liked it. 
Pause 
I’ve put in some flowers. You’d find it pleasant. Looking at the flowers. You could 
cut a few if you liked. No one would see you. There’s no one there. (184, italics 
mine).  
 
       Duff’s anger at ‘the dog’ keeps surfacing from time to time, but he is careful not 
to let it out on the loose. This is in order to avoid causing Beth any kind of suffering. 
He is learning to get a grip on his emotions, by learning tricks in cultivating patience 
from the activity of fishing, as he says. Here Pinter uses this analogy of fishing as he 
describes Duff’s care for the wounded, insulated Beth.  “They’re very shy 
creatures.” He tells her. “You’ve got to woo them. You must never get excited 
with them. Or flurried.Never.”(182, emphasis mine). Yet another analogy is used by 
Duff, to imaginatively establish his supremacy over Mr. Sykes, by describing a nut-
case of a man at a pub incident. Being an expert valet, his expertise as a cellar man is 
obvious. The ‘nut’, who visited the pub where Duff had popped in for a drink, 
criticized the perfectly good beer, by calling it ‘piss’. It is possible that Mr. Sykes had 
a habit of being hypercritical of his service, a fact that has always infuriated Duff. 
Thereupon, the landlord of the pub threw half a crown at the nut-case. Throwing of 
half a crown has a very significant connotation in Pinter’s drama. Earlier, in The 
158 
 
Caretaker, Mick tossed half a crown at Davies (a derisory parallel to the treacherous 
Judas’s fee) The action represents a curt dismissal accompanied with damnation 
(something which Duff does with Mr. Sykes, the dog, for stealing his wife’s attention 
from him). He even goes on to berate the nutcase who now represents Mr. Sykes by 
sneering at his bachelorhood: 
DUFF 
Give [it] to your son, the landlord said, with my compliments. I haven’t got a 
son, the man said, I’ve never had any children. I bet you’re not even married, 
the landlord said. The man said: I’m not married. No one will marry me. (184) 
Duff continues to boast further (in continuation with his imagined superiority over 
nutcase-aka-Mr. Sykes), by making ‘the nutcase’ beg him (Duff) to have a drink with 
him: “The man asked the landlord and me if we would have a drink with him [...] I 
didn’t answer at first, but the man came over to me and said: Have one with me. Have 
one with me.” (184) 
       Interestingly it makes one wonder if Mr. Sykes died of a drug overdose; 
administered by Duff along with his drinks. In Duff’s discussion of his cellar-man-
ship in detail, Pinter metaphorically delineates or frames a (subconscious) method of 
slow killing: 
DUFF 
Pull off. Pull off. Stop pulling just before you get to the dregs. The dregs 
will give you the shits. 
Dip the barrel daily with a brass rod. Know your gallonage. Chalk it up. Then 
you are tidy. Then you never get caught short (194, emphasis mine) 
This sounds like a plan for a perfect murder, committed with utmost care to make it 
seem like a natural death. With ‘the dog’ now gone, Duff says: “At least now... at 
least now, I can walk down to the pub in peace and up to the pond in peace, with no 
one to nag the shit out of me.” (192)  
       The only time that Beth deflects and comes out of frame of the ‘Dream 
Landscape’ of her beach memory is when she is reminded by Duff about the 
exhausting Friday party. She recalls the day after the party, when she had to clear up. 
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It was the early hours of a misty-sunny autumn morning as she had ventured out of 
the door, still in her blue dress:  
BETH 
The dog was up. He followed me. The dog sat down by me. I stroked him. 
Through the window I could see down into the valley. I saw children in the 
valley....” Long Silence (195) 
       The use of the expression ‘the dog’ and a male pronoun in connection with the 
animal, is another pointer to the fact that Beth does hear Duff, when he speaks. 
Perhaps this was the point where Mr. Sykes had expressed his interest for Beth, the 
first time, and she had responded by ‘stroking him’ as she saw children running about 
within the framework of the kitchen window. Her maternal instincts had stirred as she 
responded to Mr Sykes’s overtures. This seems to be moments, just before she ‘lost 
it’, as this memory incident is followed by a ‘Long Silence’ and also because after this 
incident she keeps on dreaming about having children with ‘My man’. Beth’s 
anamnesis of this incident is a positive sign as her time capsule shows signs of 
cracking up as she begins to emerge from her shell. 
       We can see Duff trying his best to get her back in real time by describing their 
surrounding in the house, which has taken a beating after Mr. Sykes’s death: 
DUFF 
I had a look over the house the other day. I meant to tell you. The dust is bad. 
We’ll have to polish it up. 
Pause 
We could go up to the drawing room, open the windows. I could wash the old 
decanters [...] 
Pause 
I think there’s moths. I moved the curtain and they flew out. (191) 
       A long time seems to have elapsed since Beth remained embroiled in her reverie 
and the couple seems to have isolated themselves from the world outside. While 
Duff’s consolation has been, the knowledge, that they have not been driven apart by 
their employer: (“That is what matters anyway. We are together. That is what 
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matters.” Silence (192)), he has consistently worked upon bringing her out of her 
mental incarceration, so that they can resume their journey of a life forward. With 
Beth now showing signs of improvement, he ventures to talk about the ‘black night’; 
perhaps the night when Mr. Sykes died and when she stood still by the window, 
probably dressed in black for the mourning, since only her face reflected in the 
window pane. She was certainly grieving deeply, as Duff says “without touching you 
I could feel your bottom. / Silence.”  (195). The silence that follows marks a very 
significant end of a chapter. Here we notice that the imagery used by Duff is coarsely 
sexual. This is in contrast with Beth’s soft genteel language. She has not yet recovered 
completely, and her obliviousness seems to surface ever now and again, a fact that 
may appear as a rebuff to Duff; one which has now begun to exasperate him and starts 
mounting to a vexation.  Unfortunately, this ultimately makes him lose his cool.  
       Duff remembers Beth sounding the lunch gong, when Mr Sykes was alive. She 
did it even after he had died, and which she probably still continues to do out of an 
automated daily habit. 
DUFF 
You stood in the hall and banged the gong. 
Pause 
What the bloody hell are you doing banging the gong? 
Pause 
It’s bullshit. Standing in an empty hall banging a gong. There is no one to 
listen. No one’ll hear. There’s not a soul in the house. Except me.  There’s 
nothing for lunch. There’s nothing cooked. No stew. No pie. No greens. No 
joint. Fuck all. 
Pause (196) 
       The speech is loaded with suppressed sexuality and tension as it is a build up, 
climaxing to a verbal brutality that he expresses soon after, probably at the seeming 
obliviousness, that Beth displays regarding his frustration and outburst. Overcome 
with furious exasperation, he tries to shock-break her mental shell, and also gives a 
lease to his pent up feelings. This he does with his gong-banging-rape-speech. He 
rants about tearing off the chain that she wore around her waist, with all its icons of 
161 
 
domestic slavery attached to it (thimble, keys, scissors, pencil, and notebook); of 
booting the gong down the hall. His anger at his employer’s restrictive omnipresence 
knows no bound, and he lets his bitter antagonism gush forth, in order to relieve his 
repressed sexuality and fury at ‘the dog’. His anger also unleashes at Beth, who he 
resents, for having gone frigid since her obsessive preoccupation with her service to 
‘the dog’: 
DUFF 
I would have had you in front of the dog, like a man, in the hall on the stone, 
banging the gong, mind you don’t get the scissors up your arse, or the thimble, 
don’t worry I’ll throw them for the dog to chase, the thimble will keep the dog 
happy, he’ll play with it with his paws, you’ll plead with me like a woman [...] 
bang you against [the gong] swinging, gonging, waking the place up, calling 
them all for dinner, lunch is up, bring out the bacon, bang your lovely head, 
mind the dog doesn’t swallow the thimble, slam— 
Silence (197) 
       Ironically, the ‘shock-therapy’ fails to work, and sends Beth hurling back to her 
memory la-la lands once more. There she starts all over again with the vision of 
sweetness, softness and silence of her limbo land, in which she once again starts 
shaping up the rhythmic lyric of love, with ‘her man’: 
BETH 
He lay above me and looked down at me. He supported my shoulder. 
Pause 
So tender his touch on my neck, so softly his kiss on my cheek. 
Pause 
My hand on his rib. 
Pause 
So sweetly the sand over me.Tiny the sand on my skin. 
Pause 
So silent the sky in my eyes.Gently the sound of the tide. 
Pause 
Oh my true love I said.  (197-198) 
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The lyrical speech here, with its soft and sibilant front vowel sounds becomes a 
source of aesthetic pleasure. The coinciding of the sounds, in their repetition (so 
tender, so softly, so sweetly, so silent) associates with a sense of human pulse or heart 
beat, and evokes a climactic emotion of the last line. 
       In contrast, Duff attacks, with an emphatic stress on aggressive jargon, used with 
action words: “hammer the spile through”, “let the beer breathe”, “bang you against 
the gong” “waking the place up” the weight force of spondaic swear words (dogshit, 
duckshit, fuckall), and the last word of the final speech “slam” which hits like the 
final one blow of swatting some insect down to death. 
       About the play’s structure, Andrew Kennedy observes: “[T]he nine silences—one 
of them marked long silence-- insulate the speakers from one another and create an 
inter space in ‘sound scape’- time for the inwardness of Beth’s words to work on the 
listener.” (190, Six Dramatists) 
 
II 
       The Play Silence, is another one of Pinter’s memory plays, which is an exercise in 
drama at its minimal limits. For this reason it is, like Landscape, very tightly wrought. 
In fact, it is more complicatedly patterned, as it deals with the theme of the nature of 
memory as well as with the question of its verifiability. Unlike Landscape, the strict 
immobility of the characters is relaxed a bit, in Silence. Here, Pinter has reduced the 
theatrical elements to a bare minimum. The stage is trifurcated into three separate 
sections, and the three characters (Ellen, Rumsey and Bates) of the play are positioned 
on the three chairs; one in each section. Pinter allows movement of the characters 
from one section to another three times in this play, and with these shifts, the 
otherwise parallel moving monologues which are mouthed by the three characters, get 
replaced by minimal and compressed dialogues. The pattern of the play is very 
complicated, and Pinter himself acquiesced to having faced a certain level of 
difficulty while writing this play, which took him a long time to complete.  
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       The writing of Silence seems to involve a serious task of organizing a 
complicated structure, where the manner in which the three monologues move and 
shift to becoming dialogues, builds up a pattern of collage of memory till about two 
thirds of the play, forming one section of Silence. This portion ends in the central 
character Ellen’s perception of her own memory patterns: 
ELLEN 
I pass through [people] noticing nothing. It is only later, in my room that I 
remember. 
Yes, I remember. But I’m never sure that what I remember is of today or 
yesterday or of a long time ago. 
And then often it is only half things I remember, half things, beginning of 
things. (214CW 3) 
       This very theme, which is about partial remembrance, forms the subject for the 
last one third enactments in the play. In this final section, Pinter presents one line 
memory fragments, plucked from the first section of the play. The second section is 
punctuated heavily with silences, thus producing an effect of recollected half- 
memories of/by these characters. These memories are seen to emerge as fractured 
snippets, and proceed to drop into the limbo of the mind, before they finally fade 
away into a long deep silence. With the passage of time and approaching old age, 
Pinter illustrates the process of memory failure: from fragmentarily reconstructed 
flashbacks, into single sentences first, then into half sentences, and later a few words 
that remain like bare smudges, as they proceed to surface up as half sentences once 
more before the final fade out.  The process, in its final stages, seems to be an exercise 
of a poignant straining by the memory, which appears to be desperately clutching to 
its last remnants, before the mind is engulfed by complete darkness of a void. 
       About both these miniature plays, Andrew Kenney has remarked: “Landscape 
and Silence can be seen as concentration- or - distillation of Pinter’s concern for 
‘shaping’, both an overall design and as insistent patterns of sound and rhythm.” (190, 
Six Dramatists)  
       Pinter’s shaping of Silence has been intricate.The play traces the individual 
processes of three minds, each one unique in the use of language as memory, and yet 
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each one on the path of a similar fate. The three fragmentary and minimal dialogical 
episodes, just about manage to produce the inflections of mind: the mood, the drift or 
the tone, which relates the basic story of love and rejection and the ultimately ensuing 
isolation. The dreams like, genteel and lyrical interior monologue (similar to Beth’s 
speech in Landscape) has been attributed by Pinter, to two characters, Ellen and 
Rumsey. In contrast, Bates, the third speaker has been given a rough staccato voice or 
a more violent or crude language to speak.  
       It is notable, that Pinter designates a certain age to each one of the characters in 
the initial stage directions: Ellen, a girl in her twenties, Rumsey, a man of forty and 
Bates, a man in his mid thirties. This attribution is significant, since it appears that all 
the three dialogic episodes in the play seem to have occurred at this stage of each 
speaker’s life. These episodes also depict that some crucial and decisive action had 
taken place in the lives of these characters at this particular point of time. 
       Ellen moves into Rumsey’s space two times. In the first shift, the conversation 
enacts the beginning of a love affair between these two characters. Here Pinter (very 
subtly) plants a memory within a memory (one of Ellen’s childhood), in the 
conversation between grown up Ellen and Rumsey. As Ellen notices and praises some 
changes about the house since her last visit, Rumsey remembers that she was a little 
girl at that time, a comment which is suggestive of their age difference. They woo 
each other with food and music, and the only compliment, (that the apparently frigid 
and awkward and much advanced in his years than her) Rumsey can manage to pay 
her is “Look at your reflection ... in the window” (210) That Rumsey considers 
himself too old and greying for young romance is apparent in his very first 
monologue: “I walk with my girl who wears a grey blouse [...] grey shoes ... readily 
wearing her clothes considered for me. Her grey clothes.”(201 emphasis mine). 
Obviously, Rumsey does not like Ellen to wear such dull and dowdy clothes at such a 
young age. He feels she is doing so, just to make him feel at ease (regarding their age 
gap) by dressing herself down in a matronly fashion. Pinter ends their first minimal 
dialogue by turning it to a note of an awkward consortium. With a conversation 
turning to a grotesquery, Pinter suggests a mismatch between the two:  
ELLEN 
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It’s very dark outside. 
RUMSEY 
It’s high up. 
ELLEN 
Does it get darker the higher you get?  
RUMSEY 
No. 
Silence (210) 
We see that Ellen here gently teases Rumsey for his use of a non-sequitur, which he 
blurts out due to the fumbling nervousness which he experiences, as he feels 
extremely conscious of her adulthood and his attraction towards her. 
       The next enacted dialogue between Ellen and Rumsey, stands in stark contrast 
with the teasing and charming tone of the first one. In this dialogue, we witness their 
breakup, where Rumsey curtly dismisses Ellen, telling her tersely; to go and find 
someone younger for herself, as she (failingly) persists on her staying with him. This 
stichomythic dialogue is sharply compressed in that it sketches out the breakup 
brilliantly within a few cutting words: 
RUMSEY 
Find a young man. 
ELLEN 
There aren’t any. 
RUMSEY 
Don’t be stupid. 
ELLEN 
I don’t like them. 
RUMSEY 
You’re stupid. 
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ELLEN 
I hate them. 
Pause 
RUMSEY 
Find one. 
Silence (212-213) 
These two cynical enactments are at their dialogic minimal, and they telescope and 
sum up the entire affair between these two characters, thus sketching out the core 
dramatic situation within the play. 
       The curt dialogue of rejection between Ellen and Rumsey has a parallel staccato 
and catechistic speech, one between Ellen and the third character Bates, where we 
witness Bates moving into Ellen’s space and wooing her, and where (ironically) she 
rejects him: 
BATES 
We will meet tonight? 
ELLEN 
I don’t know. 
Pause 
BATES 
Come with me tonight. 
ELLEN 
Where? 
BATES 
Anywhere.For a walk. 
Pause 
ELLEN 
I don’t want to walk. 
.............................................................................................................................. 
BATES 
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All right. I’ll take you on a bus to the town. I know a place. My cousin runs it. 
ELLEN 
No. 
Silence (206-207) 
       From these three dialogues it becomes clear that Bates desires Ellen but she 
rejects him. Ellen in turn desires Rumsey, while Rumsey rejects her in favour of 
desiring a life of bachelor hood. These three characters therefore remain suspended in 
their own respective spaces. Jeremy Kingston’s Punch Review describes the brilliant 
technicalities of the sets and lighting of this situation in Peter Hall’s London 
production of the play: “...three characters are seated on black chairs arranged in a 
diagonal across a stage of tilted glass...strongly lit from above.... [The characters] look 
like people trapped in a block of ice.”(73-74, “At the Theatre”). Such a description, 
coupled with Pinter’s stage directions at the beginning of the play is suggestive of an 
abstract limbo occupied by a performance time, which coincides with a roughly 
young ‘time present’ of the characters (twenties, mid-thirties and forties), which exists 
as a collage, made up of memories till when Ellen was a little girl, to ‘time present’, 
and which sometimes also projects into future of these characters, that is, when they 
are old aged. The memories thus projected, are intertwined sinuously from one cue to 
another, to flesh out the carefully structured skeleton that Pinter has crafted for the 
play.  
       The first three threads of monologues at the very beginning of the play, illustrate 
Ellen in ‘time present’, who is loved by the two men, Rumsey and Bates: 
1. (Rumsey)—I walk with my girl who wears [...] clothes considered for me. Her 
grey clothes.(201) 
2. (Bates)—Caught a bus to the town [...] Brought he into this place, my cousin 
runs it. Undressed her, placed my hand.(202) 
3. (Ellen)—There are two. I turn to them and speak. I look them in their eyes. I 
kiss them there and say, I look away to smile, and touch them as I turn. 
Silence (203) 
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       The abrupt first silence is the beginning of thirty five other to follow, and marks a 
caesura of a section, from where there is a transition to another time sequence. Here 
the characters are presented as older: Rumsey’s second lyrical monologue reviews his 
life with his horses as he watches “ribs and tendons of cloud”, the “folding light” and 
a heart quite settled in contrast to the excitement of youth: “My heart never bangs” he 
says. He is obviously older where ‘there is nothing required of [him]” (203). Bates in 
contrast is more direct, rough and an irate old man (“I’m at my last gasp with this 
unendurable racket”) denouncing noisy kids next door, he frets passionately ‘without 
any rest or solace’. Ellen, now grown older, talks about her curious friend, who keeps 
demanding to hear, details about her (Ellen’s) life mainly those of her youth. This 
‘period’ transition illustrates the fluid aspect of time, which Pinter has handled so 
adroitly in the play. The recurring silences within the play often denote such either 
sudden or subtle time shifts. They also mark off the scenic units of the play, making it 
a drama of contrasts and about the attenuation of memory. The silences increase 
towards the end and become comparatively more lengthened, thus both decreasing the 
speech tempo, and preparing a build up for the final ‘climb over’, by the long silence 
across the diminishing speech. 
       Pinter’s bifurcation of the play into two parts (although undefined or unmarked 
categorically); produces parallel and symmetrical movements that are accompanied 
with ironic contrasts. The first part proceeds forward with a series of monologues 
given to the three characters, and three dialogue episodes, where Ellen moves two 
times in Rumsey’s space and Bates moves once into Ellen’s sphere. The various 
sections of the monologues and dialogues are demarcated by silences. After the 
fourteenth Silence, Rumsey and Bates begin to repeat isolated lines from their 
respective monologues from the first unit. This repetition is followed by a fifteenth 
silence: just before Pinter introduces the line-of-bifurcation marked by Ellen’s interior 
monologue about her seclusion from society and her uncertain memory and half 
recollections (“only the beginning of things”). Writing about Ellen’s state, Arthur 
Ganz noted in his Essay entitled “Mixing Memory and Desire: Pinter’s Vision”:  
Ellen, the central figure, is most severely traumatized of all. Remote even 
from her memories, she has entered into a state of mental separation in which 
the reality of her own thoughts becomes doubtful... ‘But I couldn’t remember 
anything I’d actually thought of for sometime’ she says. (167) 
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       After Ellen’s ‘definition’ in the passage about her half memory and uncertainty 
about its placement in time, Pinter makes Rumsey and Bates repeat lines from the first 
units of their monologues at the beginning. Their repeated lines just before the 
fifteenth Silence connect like a bridge across Ellen’s reverie with the lines just before 
the seventeenth Silence in a sequence of respective repetitions and ponderings. At this 
point Ellen also joins them with her set of duplication from her earlier monologue. 
From here on follows a patterned series of replications from the earlier units, which 
are arranged like thematic musical composition representations. Thereafter, the 
reiteration in each proceeding unit (from seventeenth silence to the thirty-first silence) 
corresponds respectively, with the sequential pattern of flow from the preceding units 
(from first silence to the fifteenth silence). This process continues throughout the next 
half of the play and the silences get denser, gathering up closer to fall into the final 
Long Silence, just before the fade out of lights.  
       In contrast to the ever increasing time pattern of silences, Pinter juxtaposes an 
ever decreasing tempo of the pallid reflection of our own memory pattern, illustrated 
by the repeated lines of the three characters. The silences are lengthened towards the 
end and transform into a reverse pattern, where the Silence becomes overpowering 
and becomes punctuated with short lines that are sensitively dropped into the 
quietude. 
       The single lines repetitions reduce in their circular-linear progression, to short 
phrases which further diminish into mere words or echoes in the final coda, by the 
thirty-third silence. After this, the fading signals from the limbo re-emerges like some 
final long drawn breath before death, or the spark before that final burn out.   
       The tendency of memory to build up again, after having reached a minimal point 
is hinted at. There is another circle of full single lines repetition, from each character, 
which marks the reappearance of memory from the hazy maze or cloudiness in the old 
minds. This resembles a crescendo like rise, or reaching out to Life, before the final 
moment of being engulfed forever by silence or the dark realm of Death. For this 
reason, the Long Silence before the fade out becomes poignantly intense. 
       Interestingly, Pinter gives to each character a speech monologue about the central 
fading memory theme. Rumsey talks about people walking into his life:  
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“... Towards me, in my direction, but never reaching me [...] disappearing and 
then reappearing to disappear into the woods.So many ways to lose sight of 
them, then to recapture them. They are sharp at first sight ... then smudged ... 
then lost ... then glimpsed again ... then gone. (208) 
       The movement of memory in time limbo is expressed here minimally as a 
process, which in turn elaborates the procedure of this very theme within the play’s 
progress itself.   
       Bates, in his own way, talks about trying hard to recollect and getting a few clear 
glimpses: “Sometimes I press my hand on my forehead, calmingly, feeling all the dust 
drain out, let it go, feel the grip slip away.”(209). 
       The interwoven fragments of thoughts and dialogue sinews the near perfect 
skeleton of the play, illustrating the story with relationships patterns (developments, 
rejection, isolation) and a highly lyrical love making meditative communion between 
Rumsey and Ellen in the open countryside: 
ELLEN 
When I run ... when I run ... when I run over the grass. 
RUMSEY 
She floats ... under me. Floating ... under me. 
ELLEN 
I turn. I turn. I glide. I wheel. In stunning light. The horizon moves from the 
sun. I’m crushed by the light. 
Silence(208) 
       This scene is juxtaposed and in startling contrast with Bates’ recollection of (most 
probably imagined) coitus with Ellen in a squalid urban setting described by him. 
       Again, as people grown old, we see these characters as persons who have isolated 
themselves and are moving towards a kind of paralysis: 
1. Rumsey: “It is curiously hot. Sitting weather I call it. The weather sits, does 
not move.”(207) 
2. Bates: “I walk in my mind. But I can’t get out of the walls into a wind. 
Meadows are walled and lakes. The sky is walled.” (208-209) 
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3. Ellen: “Around me sits the night. Such a silence. I can hear myself. Cup my 
ear. My heart beats in my ear. Such a silence. Is it me? Am I silent or 
speaking?” (211) 
 
       Pinter also gives these characters, what can be called their ‘self-contrasting rare 
moments’: The usually crude and crass Bates has his ungrammatical ‘lyrical 
moments’ in the form of unequal length clauses of a doggerel or burlesque, when he 
remembers spending his time with little girl Ellen: “Once I had a little girl. I took it 
for walks. I held it by its hand. It looked upon me and said. I see something in a tree, a 
shape, a shadow. It is leaning down, it is looking at us.” (208) 
 
       On the other hand, the usually poetic Rumsey, who is an embodiment of grace 
calm and intimacy, does his rough mouthing at the time of rejecting Ellen’s love with 
his terse and quick cutting remarks, where twice, he calls her stupid. 
 
       In between these two, stands Ellen, straining and seeking to strike a balance: 
“There are two. I turn to them and speak. I look them in their eyes. I kiss them there 
and say. I look away to smile, and touch them as I turn.”(203) Ellen’s speech here is 
highly lyrical and poetic, where the rhythm of the words embodies onomatopoeically, 
the weighing and the balancing act that she speaks of. This is Pinter’s method and 
manner of a compressed juxtaposition of theme, moods and people; which he does 
through series of contrasts: rural/ urban, childhood/ adulthood, music/ noise, sexual 
fulfilment/ sexual frustration, lyrical/ crudeness, speech/silence, and finally life/death. 
 
       The speech of one person in the play leaves behind trails, which are picked up as 
cues by the others, to entwine them with their own speech and add muscular brawn to 
the already strong structure of the play. It is no doubt, that when Rumsey mentions 
watching the “clouds” and “the ribs and tendons of clouds” he is talking about the 
shape and structure of thoughts , adjacent to which flows the eloquently expressive 
narrative method, unrestricted by the demands of time. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
DIALOGIC MEMORY PATTERNS: OLD TIMES 
       Old Times is yet another one of Pinter’s memory plays which was first presented 
by Royal Shakespeare Company at Aldwych Theatre, London, in June 1971. If the 
plays Landscape and Silence exhibit Pinter’s concern with memory and its 
exploration, in order to reveal a partial picture of middle aged people’s past, in Old 
Times Pinter takes the concern with memory a step further, where its role, as  that of 
complicating the active relationships between the characters, is explored. While in the 
first two memory plays Pinter uses monologues to etch the images of the time past, in 
Old Times he takes us back to the scene of battleground between people (as in his 
earlier plays) where the dialogues, although apparently restrained, are used as cogent 
weapons in the form of recalled past.  
          The setting of the play is a converted farm, which houses a married couple, and 
where arrives, a visitor from the wife’s past life. Very soon a battle of possession 
ensues between the husband (Deeley) and the visitor (Anna), for which the wife 
(Kate) is the prize which is to be won. As the sparring match between Anna and 
Deeley (in which they use memories and counter-memories to fight) intensifies, Kate 
uses the opportunity to gather her own ammunition for the assertion of her dominance 
over them and effect the eventual termination of their battle. 
          The entire drama plays out on a single autumn night, although Pinter 
deliberately befuddles time in his characteristic unverifiable manner within the play. 
The characters at the time of play’s performance (1971) are specified as facing the 
autumn or prime time of their life and are in their early forties. They talk about 
incidents that have occurred twenty years earlier (1951). Yet they discuss relishing 
songs which were not contemporary to that point of time, but date back to as far in the 
past as 1933(‘smoke gets in your eyes’) Also, Deeley and Anna discuss watching the 
same ‘newly come out’ movie Odd Man Out, that was first screened in 1946, on 
separate occasions, with Kate. This recalled twenty years later, would place the 
autumnal evening of the play time as being in 1966, and not at the time when the play 
was performed. 
174 
 
        Within this play too, Pinter affects time shifts in a curious way. The action starts 
from before Anna’s ‘arrival’, as we see Kate and Deeley discussing her impending 
visit. Yet Anna is seen, as always there, hovering besides the window up centre stage, 
in dim light or the dark limbo of the ever present past, which has been represented by 
her vague silhouette in the background. Her sudden turning from the window and 
walking upon the couple even as they discuss her as if absent, and materializing more 
clearly in the lighted area on the stage (ANNA turns from the window, speaking, and 
moves down to them eventually sitting on the second sofa (13) while speaking all the 
while as if in the middle of a reminiscence, is Pinter’s unique method of fast 
forwarding the past to the time present. This is Pinter’s technique of a sudden foray by 
the near invisible intruder ever lurking close at hand. Anna’s sudden intrusion upon 
the scene is more sinister, like a thief breaking in from a window, just after Kate has 
finished describing her as having been one (Anna stole her undergarments in the past, 
Kate tells Deeley). We notice that here Pinter’s proverbial ‘knock on the door’ has 
been replaced by a more eerie and dark ‘breaking in’.  
        Pinter’s treatment of the time- present in Old Times represents it in a constant 
flux, where the characters take trips into the time-past on one hand ( as if in a time 
machine), while on the other hand there is memory as well as the time present, which 
are constantly forging and shaping the future. About this feature of Pinter’s technique, 
Penelope Prentice mentions in her book, The Pinter Ethics: “Old Times is more than a 
variation of Pinter’s former portrayal of Time [....] In Old Times the past penetrates 
the present, the present, the future, as the private self thrusts itself into the public 
sphere” ( 184) 
        Pinter’s handling of the memories in Old Times is more fluid, as they seem to 
change and acquire new meaning hermeneutically, in relation to the person who 
expresses them. Thus the amount of their ‘permutation’ is paradigmatic to the 
question of subjectivity in the play. Pinter offers a brilliant analogy of this process 
within the play itself, when in the Act Two; he makes Deeley describe the collapsible 
divans in the bedroom and the various medley of their positioning: 
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DEELEY 
We sleep here. These are beds. The great thing about these beds is that they 
are susceptible to any amount of permutation. They can be separated as they 
are now. Or placed at right angles, or one can bisect the other, or you can sleep 
feet to feet or head to head, or side by side. It is the castors that make all this 
possible(p. 44. Italics mine) 
       Interestingly, the Free Online Dictionary traces the word ‘castor’ as “originally a 
variant of ‘caster’, in general sense of something/someone that/one who casts.” Thus 
the construction of the subjectivity by the characters in this play is casted, or is 
relativistic and contingent to their given position at any particular point of time in the 
play. We witness one character gaining precedence over the other as they twist and 
‘per-mutate’ their memories in accordance to their will (as Anna says at one point, “I 
interpret, when necessary.”(63)) for both their defence and in order to launch a verbal 
attack on others, as they appropriate or hijack each other’s memory versions, even as 
they re-interpret, re-contextualize and recycle them. 
        Positioning has been a major concern of Pinter in Old Times. The dramatist 
offers fleeting glimpses of the life of characters to the audience/readers, without 
allowing either the figures of the play or the audience to know the real truth. The 
audience/readers are left constantly in the action of trying laboriously to understand 
the situations and establish the truth about these characters. Pinter deliberately forges 
a triangular relationship issues in the play, in a manner that establishes simultaneous 
alliances and enmities. His adroitness lies in making the process fluid and moving, 
where, no sooner than an alliance is formed, it begins to change. This ‘process’ is best 
summarized in one of Pinter’s characters’, Len’s speech in his play The Dwarfs: 
LEN. The point is who are you? Not why or how or even what [...]. 
occasionally I believe I perceive a little of what you are, but that is pure 
accident. Pure accident on our part, the perceived and the perceiver. It is 
nothing like an accident, it’s deliberate it’s a joint pretence. We depend on 
these accidents, on these contrived accidents to continue, It’s not important 
then that its conspiracy or hallucination. What you are or appear to be to me, 
or appear to be to you, changes so quickly so horrifyingly. I certainly can’t 
keep up with it and I am damn sure you can’t either. But who you are I can’t 
even begin to recognize, and sometime I recognize it so wholly, so forcibly , I 
can’t look, and how can I be certain of what I see? ... You’re the sum of so 
many reflections. How many reflections? Is that what you consist of? What 
scum does the tide leave? What happens to the scum? When does it happen? I 
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have seen what happens. But I can’t speak when I see it. I can only point a 
finger. I can’t even do that. The scum is broken and sucked back [...]. What 
have I seen, the scum or the essence? (112 CW 2) 
       Time and memory are crucial in shaping the structure of Old Times. Exercising 
great economy, and with absolute symmetry, Pinter begins the play with a tableau of a 
dimly lit stage where three figures can be discerned: 
DEELEY.Slumped in an armchair, still. 
KATE. Curled on a sofa, still. 
ANNA. Standing at the window, looking out. (5) 
       The structure, takes a circular movement from here, arriving at another final 
tableau, which mirrors an arrangement that is symmetrical to the first scene, but one 
with a reverse objective positioning of both the furniture and the characters. Anna’s 
presence in both the scenes seems to represent the ever present quality of the time-
past. Her dim presence by the window as a silhouette even before her ‘arrival’ on to 
the lit stage, and her remaining on the scene even after her symbolic ‘departure’ 
depicts the author’s attitude to time as being ‘forever-now’. Regarding this Pinter 
himself commented in an interview with Mel Gussow: “I think I am more conscious 
of a kind of ever present quality of life.... I certainly feel more and more that past is 
not past, that it never was past, it’s present.” (184, qtd, in Penelope Prentice The 
Pinter Ethics) 
       About the plot structure of the play, Andrew Kennedy wrote: 
[In Old Times] plot structure is more implicit than any of [Pinter’s] previous 
major plays. The verbal texture is now primary (as in Landscape and Silence). 
Nevertheless [the] mannerist texture is still relatively firm in structure. The 
verbal exchanges form units which ‘add up’, move towards a significant 
catastrophe which mimes a tragic recognition (224, Dramatic Dialogue) 
       In the opening scene, before Anna advances towards the couple, Kate and Deeley 
are involved in a terse pinning down of a past friendship that flourished between Kate 
and Anna. As Deeley questions his wife about her friend’s looks and preferences and 
marital status, he appears to be determining the type of relationship Kate shared with 
Anna in the past. Deeley’s suspicion about their shared lesbian relationship is evident 
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from his repeatedly pointed provocations as he questions Kate: “Is that [the fact that 
Anna stole Kate’s underwear] what attracted you to her?”(7) Or “Are you looking 
forward to seeing her?”(7) Or “I shall be very interested [...] in you. I’ll be watching 
you [...] to see if she’s the same person.”(7-8) or “Why isn’t she married? I mean, 
why isn’t she bringing her husband?” (8). Kate’s laconic replies suggest an evasion 
and aversion towards Deeley’s prying. Many a times he urges Kate to recall her 
feelings for her friend. But Kate denies him any kind of reaction by telling him that 
she ‘hardly remembers’ Anna, or in fact has totally forgotten what she was like. It is 
clear that Deeley’s obsessive curiosity and his abrupt reaction to the knowledge that 
Kate and Anna ‘lived together’ in the past, brings him across as a person who is 
suspicious of a possible lesbian liaison between the two women. Kate on the other 
hand, appears totally disinterested in resurrecting a friendship that has already been 
dead for the past twenty years. However, Deeley’s ultimate dismissal of the topic, 
“Anyway none of this matters” sounds rather hollow and ironic in the presence of the 
ever- manifested and symbolically present past as ‘always there’, in the shape of 
Anna. The irony becomes dramatised when Anna (as if on cue) chooses that very 
moment of his dismissal to enter upon their scene.  
        Without using any of his usual devices, like a blackout or a silence, Pinter leaps 
the audience forward into the future, to a scene which is ‘after Anna’s arrival and the 
dinner that follows’, into another time-present. The hint-wait pattern developed earlier 
breaks the conventional follow up in almost a Brechtian style, and transposes the 
audience to another plane, which is of the same scene (only that it is carried forward 
in time). 
        Pinter produces theatricality in Old Times, which is characteristic of a 
postmodern mode of understanding. This he does, by creating a deliberate awareness 
among the audience of the artificial ethos and its contingent nature. By using such a 
mannerist device, Pinter’s aim seems to be to keep the audience aware of the context 
of their beholding, so as to avoid their getting absorbed into the play with any idea of 
its autonomous existence, Such a conception threatens to give the memory of the 
characters (which is actually a contingent formation to be used as an expedient) a 
guise of eternal verity. It is for this purpose, that Pinter makes sure to insert an ever-
present critical vision, which is there in the form of an ever-present third figure, (who 
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is in turn ever-changing too) by the shuffling of places between the characters 
themselves, and one who also represents the audience’s eye from three different 
perspectives. This third disruptive figure, creates a theatricality, which is the ‘always 
there’ reminder of the context of interaction between two characters at any given 
point of time in the play. The third figure’s omnipresence, which evokes several 
deconstructions and re-making processes of memory patterns, brings in tow a 
revelation of their travesty, and cannot uphold the integrity of any one person’s 
particular memory. This is because of the prompt knee jerk reaction that each 
memory-relating between two characters, evokes from the third person, which is in 
relation to his own point of view from their position. The permutation and the 
positioning of the collapsible beds (as described by Deeley within the play), becomes 
the central metaphor of the play, in terms of expressing the unreliability of these 
memory patterns. Therefore, whereas Pinter’s plays have usually been castigated for 
their “paucity of reliable exposition” (39, Randall Stevenson) one can see, that they 
are actually about the paucity, of any ‘reliable exposition’. 
       It is notable, that even where there are supposed to be two characters on the stage, 
the ‘hint’ of a third is ever present (almost like the Orwellian Big Brother) listening 
either in the shadows on the stage, or in the glow of a light from behind the bathroom 
screen door hinting at some presence, listening on the other side. 
       About Pinter’s writing, Jennifer Randisi observes while talking about “Harold 
Pinter as a Screenwriter”: 
What we observe, is a verbal hologram, a structure dependent upon the 
collaboration of different points of views. Pinter’s verbal holograms usually 
involve two or three people. Two characters tend to either reverse roles or to 
fight to preserve them; three is a number necessary for betrayal. (67) 
        In Old Times, the fact that there are three characters is not inadvertent. Pinter 
deliberately forges a triangular relationship setting, in order to form simultaneously 
shifting alliances and rivalries. About this factor, Penelope Prentice comments:  
[Old Times] is a richly complex provocative drama. What the characters say 
when they appear together often has a triple significance—a different meaning 
for each of them; the relationships are protean—ever kaleidoscopically 
changing; and the play has no single central character—[ audience] 
sympathies shift throughout as the three attempt to gain centre stage...” (185) 
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       The figures shift in and out of the spotlight that they aim for. Being in a constant 
movement they are like dancers changing partners in alliance, while pushing the other 
one to the position of a spectator/observer. Paradoxically, the dramatic absorption so 
necessary in drama is constantly interrupted by the observer- presence. To strike a 
balance between the dramatic absorption and the disruptive third element, Pinter 
adopted two methods in order to make narrative engrossment possible along with the 
watcher-awareness in Old Times. First he affected this by keeping the third figure 
either in shadows or behind a door, while he immersed the other two in a 
conversation. Consequently, in the first scene we see Anna’s silhouette at a window, 
while Kate and Deeley engage in a dialogue about her. Then again later Anna and 
Deeley discuss Kate in the third person as if she ‘has been’ and is not present there. 
Feeling insulted, Kate even reproaches them: 
KATE 
You talk of me as if I were dead. 
ANNA 
No, no, you weren’t dead. You were so lively, so animated, you used to laugh. 
(30, CW 4) 
Kate’s intention of representing the word ‘were’ as present subjunctive is deliberately 
distorted by Anna to represent indicative past tense, causes a snub to Kate’s 
interruption. Yet again, just before the end of Act One, in Anna and Kate’s 
conversation, Pinter shifts them into old-time’s space, from which Deeley becomes 
automatically excluded, as he did not exist in their life at that time. In this flashback- 
effect that Pinter creates, the two women act, and discuss plans as they might have 
discussed them twenty years ago. Here at this moment, when Anna enquires of Kate 
whether she is hungry, Deeley tries to assert himself by interjecting, “Hungry? After 
that casserole? ” (40) But the women continue to ignore him. Also, toward the end of 
the play in Act Two, Kate liquidates Anna in her memory accounting, by talking 
about her annihilation as she symbolically buries her (Anna) in dirt, and later wipes 
away every trace of her completely, in her conversation with ‘the man’ who visited 
her later. She recalls that he asked her who slept in the ‘other’ (Anna’s) bed, 
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whereupon she had replied, “... no one. No one at all.” (69) This is Pinter’s technique 
of pushing out one of the three characters to the position of becoming the ‘odd-man-
out’. 
        Pinter also uses another method -- of almost an impressionistic merging of the 
characters in a manner that reduces three people into two -- for affecting the 
elimination of the third distracting influence. When Anna tries to downgrade Deeley’s 
presence and influence in Kate’s life, he hits out at her with a riposte, in which he 
reveals to Kate how he had met and known Anna too, twenty years before. In this 
recalling, he first merges her with Kate, before ‘erasing’ Anna out: 
ANNA 
(To DEELEY quietly) I would like you to understand that I came here not to 
disrupt but to celebrate 
Pause 
To celebrate a very old and treasured friendship, something that was forged 
between us long before you knew of our existence. 
Pause 
I found her. She grew to know wonderful people through my introduction. I 
took her to cafes, almost private ones where writers and sometimes actors 
collected, and others with dancers, and we sat hardly breathing with our coffee 
listening to life around us. 
DEELEY 
(To KATE) We have met before, you know. Anna and I. 
KATE looks at him 
Yes, we met in the Wayfarers Tavern. In the corner. She took a fancy to me 
[....] We had a scene together [....] She looked at me with big eyes [....] She 
was pretending to be you at the time. Did it pretty well. Wearing your 
underwear she was too at the time. We went to a party. Given by philosophers. 
Not a bad bunch. Edgware road gang. Nice lot. Haven’t seen any of them for 
years.Old friends.Always thinking. Spoke their thoughts [....] The Maida Vale 
group [....] They lived somewhere near Paddington Library. On the way to 
party I took her into a cafe, bought her a cup of coffee, beards with faces. She 
thought she was you, sad little, so little. Maybe she was you. Maybe it was 
you, having coffee with me, saying little so little. (64-65, CW 4, emphasis 
mine) 
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       If we compare the respective speeches of Anna and Deeley here, we notice that 
Deeley’s speech sounds like a parody, mocking Anna’s speech before him, (both are 
about quietly observing educated gentry while having coffee at posh cafes). It is in 
such juxtaposition that Pinter highlights the difference between the characters, marked 
in their speech. Anna’s archaic and solemn use of language is marked in her extended 
clauses; while Deeley’s mock attempt at being equally formal becomes rugged and 
staccato in its shorter phraseology. He also keeps slipping into almost vulgar low 
brow jargon, falling bathetically (and comically) into tautological repetitions and 
lingering on words (“Always thinking. Spoke their thoughts), and spoonerism 
(“beards with faces”). Deeley’s ‘mock epic’ version of Anna’s earlier speech reminds 
us of the muddled version of Meg’s description of Stanley’s success story, as told to 
Goldberg in The Birthday Party. To Anna’s version of ‘private cafes’ of the rich and 
the elite and educated gentry from various cultural fields; there is Deeley’s 
exaggerated version of hanging out with the affluent and the famous Maida Vale 
group of people (historically, General Sir John Stuart, titled Count of Maida by King 
Ferdinand IV of Naples and Sicily) like “Big Eric and little Tony”, whose only 
proximity to education seems the fact that “They lived somewhere near Paddington 
Library”. Again, to Anna’s version of Kate and Anna having sat quietly over their 
coffee “hardly breathing” there is Deeley’s equivalent of “having coffee with me, 
saying little, so little.” 
        Pinter affects the second merging of the characters very soon once again, after 
this exchange. As soon as Deeley rejects Anna’s flirtation of past with the words, “she 
was pretending to be you”, Kate jumps on to the opportunity of asserting herself. 
Picking a cue from his speech, she joins (in alliance), her husband, slipping close to 
him and becoming intimate with him indirectly through Anna’s medium: “what do 
you think attracted her to you?” , “ She found your face very sensitive vulnerable” 
(and then amalgamating the same thought with apparently her own wish) “ she 
wanted to comfort it , in a way,only a woman can” ( which is also an indirect 
castigation of Anna’s lesbian tendency, and which makes her ‘real womanhood’ 
doubtful), and ultimately  to a more directly closer confession; “ She was prepared to 
extend herself to you” and “ she fell in love with you”  (66, CW 4). It is with a stroke 
of sheer ingenuity, that Pinter, with the use of such a few words, makes Kate reach 
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out to Deeley, on one hand, while she erases Anna’s image with the other. She flirts 
and boosts Deeley’s ego by telling him, how unlike other men, (who were “brutish” 
and the “crass”) Deeley was. When Deeley, wavers a bit with self doubt saying “But I 
was crass wasn’t I, looking up her skirt?”, (67) she steadies him with a confident 
statement “that is not crass”, meaning, it was actually her (his wife), not Anna, whose 
skirt he had gazed up (a subtle reminder of Anna already having metamorphosed into 
Kate in his memory a little earlier). Deeley, taking the cue, makes a quick recovery 
with “If it was her skirt. If it was her.” (67, emphasis mine). Seeing the ground 
slipping from beneath her feet, as her image replaces Kate’s in Deeley’s recollection, 
Anna coldly tries to reassert her position now, by pushing her foot through the door 
and reversing her earlier denial into a confirming proclamation: “Oh, It was my skirt. 
It was me. I remember your look... very well. I remember you well. (67) 
        Not to be deterred from her newly gained position anymore, Kate cuts Anna to 
the quick, by an immediate retaliation, which begins in the same breath and in a 
continued rhythm with, a sarcastic parody of, Anna’s last uttered words : KATE ( to 
ANNA) But I remember you. I remember you dead. (67) Then after a pause, Kate 
continues to turn the tables on Anna, twisting Anna’s own previous words intra-
textually, affecting an appropriation through the permutation process as illustrated 
below: 
ANNA 
How can you say that? How can you say that, when I am looking at you 
now, seeing you so shyly poised over me, looking down at me—(31, CW4) 
Then again: 
ANNA 
...I would tell her in the dark. She preferred to be told in the dark. [....] what 
she didn’t know was that knowing her preference, I would choose a 
position in the room from which I could see her face, although she could 
not see mine. She could hear my voice only. And so she listened and I 
watched her listening. (62, emphasis mine) 
Kate domesticates Anna’s speeches for her own use thus: 
KATE 
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I remember you lying dead. You didn’t know I was watching you. I leaned 
over you. Your face was dirty. You lay dead, your face scrawled with dirt, all 
kinds of earnest inscriptions, but unblotted, so that they had run all over your 
face down to your throat. Your sheets were immaculate. I was glad. I would 
have been unhappy if your corpse had lain in an unwholesome sheet. It would 
have been graceless. I mean as far as I was concerned. As far as my room was 
concerned. After all you were dead in my room. When you woke my eyes 
were above you staring down at you. (67-68 emphasis mine) 
        After describing Anna’s ‘corpse’ in the most gruesome manner, Kate pauses for 
a while and then turns on to Deeley; (as she ‘deletes’ Anna from what she now calls 
‘my room’, she brings Deeley into it simultaneously in her very next utterance) “ 
When I brought him into the room your body of course had gone.” (68) But very 
soon, upon realizing that the man she had chosen over Anna, preferred to lie ‘in/on’ 
Anna’s bed, just to replace Anna in Kate’s life, having taken for granted that he was 
‘different’ (and therefore superior) as a heterosexual partner, than the homosexual 
Anna: (“He liked your bed, and thought he was different in it because he was a 
man.”(68)). Thus Kate viewing both Anna and Deeley in the same position, in relation 
to her, rejects Deeley as well, merging him with Anna by subjecting him to the same 
fate as hers, (she plasters his face also with dirt, just like Anna’s had been) from the 
window flower box, while (she says) he thought that “[she, Kate] was going to be 
sexually forthcoming”. “Neither mattered”, she says after a slight pause.  
        In almost a ritualistic aspect of ‘merging’ figures, Pinter gives an equal chance to 
all the characters in the play. Therefore, Anna is given her due share of merging the 
other two, when she draws the image of Kate “shyly poised” over her, which is quite 
similar, to another sketch of Deeley bending over her quite ominously, as she (Anna) 
lay on her bed pretending to be asleep. Pinter’s adroitness in thus ‘dismantling’ and 
recycling language is mannerist, which Andrew Kennedy has defined as “language 
that excels in playing internal variations on its own verbal themes.” (220, Dramatic 
Dialogue) The mixing, merging or splitting out projections of memory and reality, 
foreboding and reflecting all Time (past, present and future) is effected by Pinter in 
constantly flowing sinuous, now-merging/ now-separating pathways, forming patterns 
that deconstruct no sooner than they are formed. Pinter crafts cleverly, an ethos, 
which is quintessentially postmodern; one that focuses on the distinctiveness of 
certain contexts that determine the choices of judgment, by the characters.  Thus the 
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behaviour of the characters is contingent to their relative positioning in a particular 
culture of the events in which they occur. It is this same process that the author 
illustrates for the audience; the formation and the breakdown of alliances, even before 
they can gain an autonomous shape. 
        With Old Times Pinter illustrates the unreliability of the memory patterns of 
individuals and the questioning the truth-value of memory. The playwright 
(subversively) posits his characters in thoroughly contingent situations, where they 
constantly construct and reconstruct themselves on the basis of an equivocal past, the 
truth of which cannot be verified or determined. Nor can it be separated from fantasy. 
The entire play consists in a verbal texture where vague and unclear memories 
compound with arbitrary assertions to form a variety of patterns. The play literally 
moves on the lines of fierce verbal combats, which occur beneath the surface of 
apparently innocent exchanges and song-duets, which are actually duels.  As Deeley 
reveals in a conversation about Anna inhabiting a “volcanic island”, they all seem to 
be sitting on a dormant volcano or on a surface that covers volatile material like 
jealousies and smouldering emotions. 
        Before Anna’s arrival, Deeley is peeved by Kate’s unresponsive cold and closed 
behaviour, and tries to provoke her by accusing her of lacking curiosity about her 
friend Anna. Kate deadpans him by answering to him coldly, “You forget, I know 
her.” (10). With Anna’s arrival comes her anchor speech where she walks in and 
reminisces about her shared young age with Kate, as of two gregarious girls who 
enjoyed a youthful exuberance when they were in London: visiting concerts, ballets, 
operas and parks and exchanging news and sandwiches. She asks Kate if it all still 
exists, to which Deeley answers curtly, “We rarely get to London”. But Kate refusing 
to let him answer a question, which has been addressed to her, rebuffs him by saying, 
“Yes I remember”. This answer is in negation of the fact that only a few moments 
ago, she had been telling Deeley, that she had almost “totally” forgotten Anna. This 
brings Kate across as an assertive woman who does not allow people to walk over her. 
        That Kate and Deeley vie for hosting Anna is evident in their actions of offering 
her separate drinks (coffee and brandy respectively) at the same moment. Here Kate is 
upstaged by Deeley, in Anna’s action of accepting his brandy over her proffered 
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coffee. Anna’s action is a kind of sortie in Kate’s direction in order to highlight 
(jeeringly), her secondary position in her married life. She also tries to draw Kate’s 
attention to “listen” to the silence in her married life: “Listen. What silence. Is it 
always as silent?” (15) Such a drawing of attention reflects a deliberate attempt, to 
highlight the contrast between the quality of Kate’s present existence and the hustle 
bustle of their exciting life in London earlier. Anna’s sarcasm is evident in the ironic 
remark that she makes: “How wise you were to choose this part of the world, and how 
sensible and courageous of you both to stay permanently in such silence.” (15). She 
further comments acrimoniously about Kate’s pathetic clinging to the isolation of dull 
domesticity, that seems to have resulted in Kate’s mental incarceration: “ No one who 
lived here would want to go far. I would not want to go far, I would be afraid of going 
far, lest when I returned the house would be gone.” (15) Anna’s tone is obviously 
mocking; mimicking Kate’s supposed feelings as she mouths them aloud in the first 
person singular, in a rather archaic and dramatic manner. Here Deeley comes to 
Kate’s rescue by blocking Anna’s barb with a pungent interrogative “Lest?” thus 
counter-mocking her, about her use of dated language (thus being an anachronism 
herself). With the use of that one word, Pinter makes Deeley not only deadpan Anna, 
but also describe her as antiquated or almost dead. Yet, by making Deeley counter 
Anna’s onslaught on Kate, Pinter also makes Kate’s secondary position even more 
obvious. Upon Anna’s first little foray (“Is it always as silent?”(15)) Deeley derides as 
partially deaf or with ‘poor’ power of listening (“You can hear the sea sometimes if 
you listen very carefully.”) When Kate tries to join their conversation, she is ignored 
by both since Anna’s target position has now shifted in Deeley’s direction, as he flirts 
with her jeeringly, targeting her reminder to Kate, about their life in London together. 
(“I wish I had known you both then.”(16)) He suggests, quite maliciously, that would 
have preferred two women to one. Anna, not to be let down this time, counter attacks 
with a contemptuous “you have a wonderful casserole.” (16) By this she means to tell 
him how he was incapable of treating even one properly and had reduced Kate to 
being equivalent to an object of kitchen ( servitude) or maybe, even worse ( a meaty 
dish). Anna’s utterance is deliberate, and a not a Freudian slip, as she cleverly feigns 
it as being, in her pseudo-cover up or pretence later (“I was referring to your wife’s 
cooking.” (17)). Anna and Deeley’s veiled jibes at each other, may not entail the use 
of acrimonious words, but they are scathingly suggestive (to quote an acquaintance, 
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“words in sheep’s clothing”) Deeley’s “you are not a vegetarian then?” is a highly 
provocative riposte to her equating Kate to meat. He hints that Anna too has been 
lusting after carnal temptations of the flesh, in her desire for Kate. Anna’s nonchalant 
agreement with Deeley ends this war of words in a draw, with Deeley, seconding the 
“need” for “good food” in order to “keep you going”. (17)  
        Kate, who has been a silent or low key observer to this game of dirt flinging, all 
this while, raises her head suddenly by musing aloud: 
KATE 
Yes, I quite like those kind of things, doing that. 
ANNA 
What kind of things? 
KATE 
Oh, you know, that sort of thing 
Pause 
DEELEY 
Do you mean cooking? 
KATE 
All that thing. (17, CW4) 
       Apparently, Kate here either expresses her ‘liking’ for this sort of word game. Or 
fore warns the other two that she might quite enjoy indulging in the same kind of 
practice (of verbally attacking them) herself. Upon Anna  and Deeley asking her to be 
more specific, she remains as vague in her rephrased answer as before calling it “that 
sort of thing” or “All that thing” (17). These points to referring as: ‘what you two 
were doing just now’. With this little exchange, Pinter forebodes a potential future 
occurrence of a certain behaviour pattern that Kate might embody later on in the play. 
The scene ends with Anna walking back to the window once again and pronouncing, 
“And the sky is so still” which may be a hint at the calm before a storm. Obviously 
her motive for her visit is to ruffle some feathers in the married couple’s life, yet, for 
the sake of Kate, she points her finger in the distance towards a “ribbon of light” or at 
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a new “horizon”. Deeley is quick to remind her of her different positioning from 
them: “You live on a very different coast”, thus trying to reproach her of the 
unwanted ingress that she has made in their married life. Anna warns him of her 
volatile nature saying that she lives on a volcanic island. Deeley deadpans her by 
replying that he has been there too. 
        Pinter cleverly makes a shift in tone in the same rhyme and rhythm swing at this 
point: 
DEELEY 
I’ve been there. 
Pause 
ANNA 
I’m so delighted to be here. (18-19, CW 4) 
The rhythm swing marked with the use of a three syllable word ‘delighted’ amongst 
single syllabic words line, marks a turn in the subject matter as well. The trope signals 
the movement in a different direction, which is almost Pindaric in its rhythm, as the 
two rivals turn their attention from each other to discussing Kate in the third person. 
Kate’s silence registers as a ‘general lack of interest’ for Deeley, and as an image of a 
dreamer, for Anna. Deeley re-echoes his opinion from his conversation with Kate in 
the first scene: “She lacks curiosity.” (19) And then he proceeds to describe Kate’s 
‘closed’ personality by, repeating her own words from her last speech: “She likes 
taking long walks. All that. Youknow. Raincoat on, off down the lane, hands deep in 
pockets. All that kind of thing.” (20) The speech reveals Deeley as still disturbed by 
Kate’s words that she had spoken earlier with their ominous foreboding. He lingers on 
them as if he is trying to sort out their meaning. His description (of holding her face in 
his hand, and “leave it floating” as he lets it go), conjures up a spooky image of Kate 
who he finds as curiously absent or like some apparition. (As he sings to her later: 
“Oh, how the ghost of you clings.”) Kate’s objection to such a description, “My head 
is quite fixed” is totally ignored by the other two, as Anna proceeds to detail Kate’s 
absent mindedness by telling how Kate had once mistaken herself of having slept 
through Friday, when she had woken up on Friday itself. As their alliance now begins 
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to strengthen, Deeley responds to Anna with “You mean she literally didn’t know 
what day it was?” (21) Deeley’s turn away from his close relationship with Kate that 
he was trying to nail in her defence earlier, changes to becoming mocking and then 
goes on to intensify further and transforms as outright insulting now: 
DEELEY 
You mean she literally didn’t know what day it was? 
ANNA 
No. 
KATE 
Yes I did. It was Saturday. 
Pause 
DEELEY 
What month are we in? 
KATE 
September 
Pause 
DEELEY 
We are forcing her to think. We must see you more often. You’re a healthy 
influence.  (21, CW 4)  
       From this speech onwards, Pinter begins dropping lines from old songs numbers 
into the conversation. After the first song line reference emerges another in 
association with the word ‘delightful’.  (‘Lovely to Look at Delightful to Know’)  
With the inter-textual reference to the lyrics of a Doris Day song ‘ I Didn’t Know 
What Day it Was’, Deeley and Anna slip smoothly into nostalgia, which slowly turns 
into the dominant mood in the next few lines, as theatricality takes over in the form of 
a musical performance. The conversation proceeds to turn into a medley of songs 
sung by both Anna and Deeley, where they heap adulations on Kate, who they each 
vie to possess. Earlier in their complicity, of ganging up against Kate, and 
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marginalizing her by poking fun at her expense, they demarcate her as an object and 
then resort to turning to each other and duel for her possession. The songs, loaded 
with a sense of loss, are ironically stylized like a duel, where a fierce battle ensues in 
the garb of a duet round. The songs, ostensibly addressed to Kate are really aimed by 
the two at each other, in a competition, where Anna and Deeley try to elbow each 
other out, and assert their own individual wooing for Kate; while Kate ( as Deeley’s 
song puts it) “ stand[s] alone” like the “Blue Moon”. 
        As is mostly the case with Pinter, words are the weapons. Here we witness the 
playwright, employing lines of old song lyrics, as the armament used by Anna and 
Deeley, for hitting out in order to drive each over the edge. The medley thus 
constructed, clashes like a cacophony, and lacks any rhyme or rhythm pattern, and is 
therefore suggestive of a ferocious disturbance or turbulence. Yet the bricolage, 
formed from various songs, is suggestive of a common interest evident in the shared 
singing. Technically the clash is evident too, like the constant break in the rhythm as 
Anna showers lines of praise at Kate’s appearance: “The way you comb your hair”, 
“Oh but you are lovely, your smile so warm”, “You are the promised kiss of 
springtime” (23) Deeley goes on a different key note and sings about possessing all 
that Anna praises, thus outdoing her in this round: 
ANNA 
(Singing.) The way you comb your hair... 
DEELEY 
(Singing.) Oh no they can’t take that away from me... 
ANNA 
(Singing.) Oh but you’re lovely with your smile so warm... 
DEELEY 
(Singing.) I’ve got a woman crazy for me. She is funny that way. 
Slight pause 
ANNA 
(Singing.) You are the promised kiss of springtime... 
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DEELEY 
(Singing.) And someday I’ll know that moment divine, 
 When all the things you are are mine! 
Slight pause (23 CW4) 
       Deeley tries to cap Anna’s lines twice. Once with a period and a slight pause, 
after the lines let out as cues (marked by three dots), and later with a more firm two 
conclusive rhyming lines again marked by another slight pause. But Anna, not to be 
defeated that easily, hits out at him, singing three lines: “(Singing.) I get no kick from 
champagne/ Mere alcohol doesn’t thrill me at all/ So tell me why should it be true—“   
The dash indicates that Deeley literally snatches the song from her to sing the last 
line: “That I get a kick out of you?”(24) That Anna is furious about Deeley 
marginalizing her attempts each time, is evident when she rejects ‘alcohol’ saying that 
she gets ‘no kicks’ from it any longer. It is to be remembered, that earlier, when both 
Kate and Deeley had offered her coffee and alcohol simultaneously (respectively). 
Anna had chosen the alcohol (that Deeley had offered) over the beverage (Kate’s 
offering). Now, she cuts him to his size by rejecting alcohol, in favour of Kate. But 
before she can complete singing her last line Deeley puts himself in the path 
challenging her to speak them, by singing them in a questioning tone, as in saying:‘ is 
that what you are going to say next?’  He thus mocks Anna’s attempt of proclaiming 
her undying love for Kate. But Anna counters his challenge by singing “They asked 
me how I knew, my true love was true” (24) stating that what is “inside” her “cannot 
be denied.” Yet Deeley is quick to subtly suggest the unsung lyric from the song here 
which goes as ‘yet today my love has flown away’ by singing the next line instead “ 
When a lovely flame dies...” , and Anna reminded of the long dead love sings sadly 
the next “ Smoke gets in your eyes...” justifying the tearfulness. At this point, sadness 
descends over the two and a sense of pathos is felt by both. Now siblings in a 
common loss, they get more in tune and start singing alternately rhyming lines in a 
stichomythic manner. Both feeling nostalgic for the past sing the lines alternately and 
in tandem from the song ‘These Foolish Things Remind Me of You’.  Deeley finally 
caps off the event, by first singing mournfully: “Oh how the ghost of you clings” and 
then just speaking (no longer singing) the sense of utter loss: “They don’t make them 
like that anymore.” (25) 
191 
 
        In Act Two, Pinter creates another singing sequence on similar lines, although 
this time the medley from Act One is replaced with singing of lines from a single song 
, one picked up from the lyrics sung earlier, entitled: “They Can’t Take That Away 
From Me”. The two contestants sing the lines alternately in the Greek dramatic 
dialogue or Stichomythic form. Pinter employs impersonal mode of song lyrics for the 
personal encounter between Anna and Deeley, vying for Kate’s attention or seeking 
comfort from her reassurance. Here, both the characters claim to assert Kate’s 
possession on equal terms, in a tug of war manner. Pinter juggles the title line 
between Anna and Deeley in almost Pindaric movement of the strophe sung by Anna 
as the end of first stanza, followed by anti-strophe sung by Deeley at the end of the 
second stanza. The third and final stanza is marked by the repetition at the end in a 
non-musical form by Deeley, which marks the end like an epode. This final coda also 
delineates a stepping back into the reality, from the world of Memory.  
        Unlike the first song collage which indicates a discordance and dissonance, the 
second sequence is more in rhythm, with lines of equal length, with an alternate 
rhyming, of each others’ lines. This also symbolizes a single direction of the 
movement or the goal.  Kate, although smiling all the while, even moves towards 
them, yet remains inaccessible through her silence.  
        As the sequence proceeds, we note that the ellipses at the end of each character’s 
continue, till Pinter’s stage directions: KATE walks towards them and stands, smiling. 
ANNA and DEELEY sing again, faster on cue, and more perfunctorily. (54) After 
this the dots are replaced by dashes which represent a ‘handling over with a swing’ 
rather than a ‘letting go on a cue’; which symbolizes even more cooperation between 
the two rivals. This change of movement transforms the vying to a kind of mutual 
pleading with Kate, which makes her emerge as a stronger character, who seems to 
hold their strings now.  
        Technically, Pinter’s choice of the song here is apt thematically too. The 
beginning of the song marks the end of a relationship (‘our romance won’t end on a 
sorrowful note/ though by tomorrow you a gone [...] the melody lingers on’), leaving 
behind only a residue of memory and its relative factors, in the lines that follow. With 
this relativity of memory, the two characters seek to define Kate in their own 
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respective-perspective terms.  Their situational feelings quicken to turn to desperation 
as Kate with her silence and her frigid smile, erects a wall of isolation around herself. 
Pinter’s stage directions tell that when Kate walks towards the two singers, they 
quicken their pace of singing as if ‘on cue’.  Kate’s resolute resistance to their 
intrusiveness, in their attempt to define her, renders their lines as ‘perfunctory’. The 
juxtaposition of two singing sequences, reveal two contrasting verbal textures within 
the play: one rough and dissonant and the other smooth and harmonious. Yet, they 
both abort the intentions that initiate them.  
        In Old Times, Pinter also attributes various anchor speeches to all the characters, 
which they try to apply to the use of gaining dominance over each other. These 
speeches bring out the hyper-realistic quality of Pinter’s use of language once again. 
At the end of the first duet sequence of nostalgia, falls a silence. Then suddenly as if 
out of this silence, there issues forth a ‘memory’ about how Deeley first met Kate at a 
movie theatre, and had eventually married her. Deeley lapses into an extended 
soliloquy, which expresses his desperate need for gaining control, which he tries 
doing through a massive noise making exercise. With his choice of references in the 
speech, he degrades Kate and reflects contemptuously upon her with regard to his 
suspicion about her (that Kate and Anna had been lesbians at one time). He associates 
this with an image of two usherettes involved in a lustful foreplay at the entrance of 
the movie theatre. Even before the image of the “dirty bitch [es]” grows in his mind, 
Deeley word- sketches a degenerate atmosphere picture, making it conducive for the 
image to thrive in: “I popped into a fleapit to see Odd Man Out. Some bloody awful 
summer afternoon, walking in no direction.”(25) He also associates the place with 
a neighbourhood from where he had got his first tricycle: “The only tricycle in fact I 
ever possessed.”(25) In a perceptive analysis of the speech, Arthur Ganz, in his 
article, “Mixing Memory with Desire: Pinter’s Vision” observes: “The association at 
once trivializes Kate, reducing her to the level of a toy, and exalts her to the status of a 
sacred possession to be protected with childish savagery.” (171-172). In addition, the 
‘tricycle’ can also be a symbolic introduction of the ‘cycle of a triangular relationship’ 
that was initiated at this place, and thereafter began the shifting dynamics of the ‘odd- 
man- out’ process. Deeley sketches the entire scene in a very long single sentence, 
where on the pretext of watching the movie, Odd Man Out (ironically the title 
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represents him), he brings in the image of Robert Newton who he thought was so 
‘fantastic’ that he could commit a murder for his sake. Ganz elaborates how, “in a 
parenthetic moment of bitter symbolism” (172), Deeley exacts a kind of homosexual 
revenge from the alleged lesbians, in his ardent admiration for the said actor. For a 
moment he exalts his meeting with Kate on this scene, by invoking ‘ Jesus Christ’, 
calling her a ‘true-blue pick up’ and then he proceeds to twist the Robert Newton 
leitmotif into an image of both God and Death, in an aberrant and atypical version of 
marriage vows: “ So it was Robert Newton who brought us together and it is only 
Robert Newton who can tear us apart” (26, CW 4) By invoking the oath of holy 
matrimony service (‘To love and to serve till Death do us part’)  Deeley tries to put 
his seal of possession on Kate and, in turn her commitment to him. With these words, 
he also issues a veiled warning to Anna against trying to commit the act of sacrilege 
in an effort to tear the husband and the wife apart.  When Anna tries to circumvent 
and parries his jibe, by sticking to the subject of the movie and saying “F.J. 
McCormick was good too.”(26) Deeley refuses to be deviated from the direction of 
his reference and rubs in adamantly: “I know F.J. McCormick was good too. But he 
didn’t bring us together.”(26) Challenged by Anna’s effort to sidetrack him, he 
becomes more adamant, in sadistically stretching out the Robert Newton leitmotif 
further still. He goes on to describe wooing Kate, of how he had held her hand and of 
how they had walked together as she looked at him and flicked her hair and smiled, 
which had made him think that “ she was even more fantastic than Robert Newton” 
(27). He pauses to observe the jealousy and the pain he intends to cause Anna, and 
rubs in salt to the wound by proceeding to describe graphically, his first shared 
intimacy with Kate. Even more resolute now, to exalt and ‘establish’ Robert Newton 
at the sanctum sanctorum he has assigned to him, and also to nullify Anna’s attempted 
brush off, Deeley, goes to an extreme (and ludicrous) extent of making him a witness 
to their coitus, and draws in Anna too with him ( Robert Newton) in his imagined 
exhibitionistic/ voyeuristic act:  
DEELEY 
And then at a slightly later stage our naked bodies met, hers cool, warm highly 
agreeable, and I wondered what Robert Newton would think of this. What 
would he think of it I wondered as I touched her profoundly all over.  
(To ANNA) What do you think he’d think? (27) 
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       Deeley’s sadistic enjoyment of watching Anna in pain is also at the expense of 
Kate, which is ironic, as Kate in this matter is converted into an object of lust. In 
Deeley’s graphic description and lingering on the details about Robert Newton’s 
voyeuristic pleasure, he seeks to satisfy in his own exhibitionistic tendency 
(imagining an orgy in which he draws in his wife), which tantamount to an offensive 
towards Kate.  It does not ring true as all the time Kate is seen as aloof and frigid 
person. So it is not surprising that Anna refuses to fall a gullible prey to this tale 
weaving. Her response therefore is a cool clipped “I never met Robert Newton but I 
do know, I know what you mean.” (27) Thus Anna once again tosses over Deeley’s 
attempt at embedding Robert Newton in the picture, for good. As she continues quite 
nonchalantly, to trash Deeley’s constructed image of the intimate memory scene, she 
utters the central theme of the play in the same breath: 
ANNA 
I never met Robert Newton but I do know I know what you mean. There are 
some things one remembers even though they may never have happened. 
There are things I remember which may never have happened but as I 
recall them so they take place. (27-28) 
       Anna’s attack comes through as more mysteriously ominous as she counter points 
by issuing a warning which translates as a kind of telling Deeley, that not only does 
she have the power to control the past, but she also possesses an ability and a potential 
to fabricate his future. Through her next speech, which is also an anchor speech, 
Pinter makes her illustrate her point with an example of weaving a past memory that 
would be enacted at a future point in the play time. Her speech constructs a scene 
from twenty years ago, where upon returning to her lodging in London, she saw “this 
man crying in our room” (28) (probably Deeley) all “crumpled” in a chair as Kate sat 
snug and aloof on a bed drinking her coffee. Even as she entered, she says. As Anna 
undressed and got into her bed, the man stopped sobbing and moved towards her bed 
and bent over her, but she pretended to be asleep since “[She] would have nothing to 
do with him, absolutely nothing” (28) Anna proceeds to detail about how she saw him 
leaving later, and then having woken up again in the night, to see that he was back 
and lying across Kate’s lap, whilst, once again he was gone, when she woke up in the 
morning. Anna’s dismissal of Deeley’s presence is more direct, than his snide 
dismissal of her earlier, where he made Kate ( as one of the usherette of his 
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constructed memory) dismiss Anna’s (the other usherette) lesbian sexual advances 
towards her, by making her (Kate) call Anna a  “Dirty Bitch”. Ironically, although 
Anna’s detail about the man’s disappearance in the morning from the scene does not 
occur in its miming in the last scene of the play (which signifies her failure to drive 
him out in the end); in her description of his dismissal, she erases him with a smooth 
alacrity: “It was as if he had never been.” (29) Deeley more in control now, is ready to 
come up with a quick and a risqué retort: “Of course he had been. He went twice and 
came once.” (29)  
        It is notable that Pinter has assigned a different idiom to all his characters in the 
play. Anna’s choice of formal and archaic words brings her across as a smooth 
operator. Her method of delivery of her speech is antiquated too, with ritualized 
repetitions of words and synonyms as well as the syntax. For example in her 
description of Kate when she leans over her: “So shyly poised over me, looking down 
at me” (31), or when she talks about the day they spent together in the past:  
ANNA 
We weren’t terribly elaborate in cooking, didn’t have the time, but every so 
often dished up an incredibly enormous stew, guzzled the lot, and then more 
often than not sat up half the night reading Yeats. 
Pause 
(To herself.) Yes, every so often, more often than not. (18) 
       Anna’s manner of expression is quietly contemplative and the formal and serious 
repetitions, lend a genuine quality to her words. This, and the fact that she has had a 
firsthand experience about most of reminisces mused about in the play, gives her an 
edge over Deeley, mainly in her evident knowledge concerning Kate’s past. These 
facts draw the two women together, isolating him in a way, even though he is legally 
committed to Kate and vice versa, in their marriage. Deeley, resents this intimacy and 
closeness, and expresses his dislike in no uncertain terms. Anna’s excessive affection 
for his wife, in her speeches, riles him up and he tries to cut her short quite rudely 
each time. For example, he makes an oblique reference to her age (hinting that she is 
no spring chicken) when he calls her language dated:  “The word lest. Haven’t heard 
it for a long time.” (15). Then again in another conversation: 
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           ANNA 
.... Sometimes I’d look at her face, but she was quite unaware of my 
gaze. 
DEELEY 
Gaze? 
ANNA 
What? 
DEELEY 
The word gaze. Don’t hear it often. (22) 
 
        But Deeley does not hesitate for even one moment when he usurps the same so 
called obsolete vocabulary for his own use, when he punishes Anna by using her own 
language. He appropriates her gentle term for his own rough and lustful use, in terms 
of leering or ogling up her skirt (as he claims) as she sat on a low sofa in a flat at a 
party, surrounded by men or her ‘escorts’ as he calls them.   
DEELEY 
[....] I sat opposite and looked up your skirt. Your black stockings were very 
black because your thighs were so white. That’s something that’s all over now, 
of course isn’t it, nothing like the same palpable profit in it now it’s all over. 
But it was worthwhile then. It was worthwhile that night. I simply sat sipping 
my light ale and gazed... gazed up your skirt. You didn’t object, you found 
my gaze perfectly acceptable. (47) 
       Anna, unfazed by the bastardization he subjects her genteel vocabulary to, tells 
him subtly that she knows where he picked the word from and what he is doing with it 
now. She does it by suddenly using the term ‘aware’, as she had used it in association 
with the term ‘gaze’ earlier (“She was quite unaware of my gaze. (22)) now saying 
pointedly: “I was aware of your gaze was I?” (47) Finding himself rendered in a 
weaker spot, Deeley is infuriated and turns to the soft target Kate, by hurting whom, 
he knows, he can cause pain to Anna. So he brings in Kate into his memoir now, in 
continuation of the same speech: “then a friend of yours came in, a girl, a girl friend 
[...] I settled lower to gaze at you both, at both your thighs.” (47). With his adamant 
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insistence at using the word in the same lewd sense, he sketches a scene of 
commotion, with discussions about farfetched topics like ‘death’ and ‘China’, which 
sound as remote as his previous concoction. Then suddenly, within this very tale, he 
makes both the women disappear amongst a crowd of men: “I wandered over to the 
sofa. There was no one on it. I gazed at the indentations of four buttocks. Two of 
which were yours.” (48). Even as he wipes their existence out, Deeley’s ‘gaze’ 
persists to check out lecherously, the outline of butt indentions on the seat, which he 
recounts rather grossly.  
        By making Deeley use vulgar language, which is tantamount to almost 
pornographic sketching, Pinter reveals him to be the weakest character of the three. 
He resorts to bawdy ribaldry, whenever he sees himself losing ground to either of the 
two women. This is his violent self assertion when he fears being marginalised by the 
other two. It is therefore notable, that whenever Kate and Anna make a connection, 
Deeley hits out with a barrage of offensive and insulting speech, which targets either 
one of the two.  
        Earlier in the play, when Kate reproaches both Deeley and Anna for treating her 
“as if [she] were dead.” Anna is quick to make amends with “No you weren’t dead 
you were so lively.” Then Kate points to Anna’s misinterpretation of her (Kate’s) 
complaint, and corrects her, pointing to her subjunctive use of the verb of being 
“were”: “I said you talk about me as if I am dead now.” (31). Anna still refusing to 
see Kate’s point protests excessively, continuing with her misplaced literalism:  “How 
can you say that? how can you say that, when I am looking at you now, seeing 
youso shyly poised over me, looking down at me—( 31)  Anna’s gentle and 
ritualistic repetition of phrases and rhyming creates a mesmerizing effect, and 
therefore a fear in Deeley about her almost hypnotic charm, which he feels Anna uses 
to draw Kate towards herself. He cuts Anna off rather rudely and aggressively, and 
launches into a long speech to block Anna out from connecting with Kate. In a rather 
desperate attempt at this, he downgrades Kate in sexist terms, drawing an unflattering 
picture of her, calling her “a classic female figure [who was] a slip of a girl not long 
out of her swaddling clothes [and] whose only claim to virtue was silence but who 
lacked any sense of fixedness, any sense of decisiveness, but was compliant only to 
the shifting winds.” (31) In countering Anna, Deeley punishes Kate indirectly, by 
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referring to her as a ‘dead’ personality, after two decades of marriage. (“A classic 
female figure, I said to myself or is it a classic female posture, one way or other long 
outworn.” (32)) Deeley realizes his Freudian slip and pauses. Then he tries hard to 
cover his mistake but it turns out to be a rather weak attempt: “That’s the position I 
saw it then. I mean that is my categorical pronouncement on the position as I saw it 
then. Twenty years ago.” (32) But the ensuing Silence, which is written as a point of 
intense feeling, is critical in laying bare, more starkly, the words that cannot be put 
back into the mouth anyhow anymore. Of such a silence Pinter had spoken in his 
speech entitled “Writing for Theatre”: 
There are two silences. One when no word is spoken. The other when perhaps 
a torrent of language is being employed. This speech is speaking of language 
locked beneath it. That is its continual reference. The speech we hear is an 
indication of that which we don’t hear. It is a necessary avoidance, a violent, 
sly, anguished or mocking smoke screen which keeps the other in its place. 
When true silence falls we are still left with echo but are near nakedness. (15, 
CW 1) 
        As in most of Pinter’s earlier drama, Deeley’s extended speech is delivered for 
the sake of exercising physical control over a potentially dangerous situation. 
Likewise it consists in much noise making, rephrasing and repetitions that are both 
ridiculous and hilarious (“[she] was compliant only to the shifting winds, with which 
she went, but not the winds, and certainly not my winds, such as they are, but I 
suppose winds that only she understood....” (31-32)) Pinter’s style here combines a 
number of short clauses yoked together only for the purpose of making sound or 
creating a turbulence. There is an onomatopoeic forcefulness in the first, abnormally 
long sentence with a lot of hissing sound, in the continuous use of alliteration, used in 
accompaniment with a swear word: “Should I bejasus saddle myself with a slip of a 
girl not long out of her swaddling clothes whose only claim to virtue was silence but 
who lacked any sense of fixedness.” (31) The hissing sound expresses intensely felt 
boiling rage. The later short clauses that are arranged one after another, and which can 
only be delivered in staccato bullet like spurts, make the speech more frenetic and 
violent.  
        After Deeley has outrun deriding Kate in sexist terms and calling her indecisive 
and fickle minded, Anna subverts his definition of Kate in order to support her. This 
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is veiled in her expression of joy that she talks of having felt, when she first learned 
about Kate’s marriage: “Yes [my heart] leapt with joy, because you see, I knew 
shenever did things loosely or carelessly, recklessly.” (32) Yet her description of 
Kate’s marriage to Deeley is through a twisted idiomatic (and metaphorical) 
expression about taking a plunge: “Some people throw a stone in the river to see if the 
water is too cold for jumping... but in this case she did jump.” (32-33). Anna describes 
Kate’s marriage as a suicidal act of jumping to death in ‘cold water’ (Deeley) and 
therefore as deadly. With Anna’s further elaboration of the metaphor in terms of the 
ever pervading ‘ripples’ that emerge while testing the waters, Pinter creates an 
analogy for the play’s movement, with an image about the ripple effect of death by 
drowning (one of the recurrent metaphors in Pinter’s oeuvre). Like the ever expanding 
and widening ripples on the water surface, the effect is carried further in waves to a 
point to the end of the play, where Kate finally subverts Anna’s own metaphor to an 
image of a ‘muddied corpse’ that she attributes to being Anna’s own. Anna’s 
metaphor about stone thrown in the pond, points to the apparent or unreal 
shimmering, that such an act creates on the surface of the ripples (aided by the 
reflecting sunlight). This shine invites a person to take a plunge into the deadly dark 
and murky waters. So (she says) Kate had been lured to act in this manner: “.... But in 
this case she did jump and I knew therefore that she had fallen in love. (33) Anna 
comments snidely at Deeley for having ensnared Kate, by the application of his 
‘creative skill’ (pun intended {of baby making}): “And later I found out the kind of 
man you were I was doubly delighted because I knew Katey had always been 
interested in the arts (pun intended {of love making}).” (33) Anna’s remark hits the 
nail on the head since it also speaks about her knowledge regarding Kate’s sexual 
fantasies. Kate’s quick response to the comment not only confirms Anna’s dig at 
Deeley, but is also to put a stop on Anna’s loose tongue : “KATE:  I was interested 
once in the arts, but I can’t remember now, which ones they were.” (33) But Anna, 
ever persistent about their past affair, does not allow Kate’s rap on her knuckles to 
take effect on her. On the contrary, she seizes the opportunity to remind Kate about 
what she has forgotten: their eager visits to historical buildings, churches and art 
galleries; and to the theatres, concerts and movies. Hereupon, Anna proceeds (by 
association) to describe how the two girls had once rushed together to catch a movie 
named ‘Odd Man Out’, which they watched “almost alone” at a theatre. With a 
200 
 
masterstroke of the apparently innocuous phrase, Anna scathingly marginalizes 
Deeley’s presence at the theatre as unimportant. There follows a heavily charged 
Silence indicating suppressed anger. Deeley then side steps the discussion and goes 
back to a topic taken quite long back in the play (“My work takes me away quiet 
often” (15)) once again. Out of the blue, he picks up the line from where he left it 
about fifteen pages ago with “Yes, I do quite a bit of travelling in my job.” (34) This 
time, he comes after Anna with a vengeance, casting aspersions about her sexuality 
and her married life. When Anna suggests keeping Kate in company, during his long 
and frequent absences, he suspects Kate’s complicity in this matter and questions the 
veracity of Anna’s husband’s very existence. Deeley asks Anna, whether if the 
husband would not miss her if she stayed so often with Kate. Earlier before Anna’s 
arrival he had questioned Kate about whether Anna was a vegetarian. Now, (to check 
Anna’s reaction at the mention of her husband) he distorts this quite recent memory to 
a lie, telling her: “We had a vegetarian dish prepared for him.” (36) Anna, refusing to 
be fazed easily, corrects him coolly, picking the opportunity to brag about her elite 
status now: 
ANNA: He is not a vegetarian. In fact he is something of a gourmet. We live 
in a rather fine villa and have done so for many years. It is very high up on the 
cliffs 
DEELEY: You eat well up there, eh? 
ANNA: I would say so yes. (36, CW 4) 
       Anna describes a high profile husband who has exclusively refined taste in food, 
and speaks of leading a luxurious life, living exclusively in a villa which is situated 
“high up”. Deeley’s apparently absurd non sequitur is actually an intentional jibe at 
Anna’s overweight body, and is a nasty hit below the belt. Yet it fails to vex her cool 
disposition. Deeley takes yet another dig at her, beginning with a boast versus boast 
match, where he indulges in self aggrandizement in relation to his white collar job 
which entails a slick and an aloof attitude: 
DEELEY 
 My work concerns itself with life all over, you see, in every part of the globe. 
With people all over the globe. I use the word globe because the word world 
possesses emotional political sociological and psychological pretentions and 
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resonances which I prefer as a matter of choice to do without, or shall I say to 
steer clear of, or if you like, to reject. How’s the yacht?  (36-37, CW 4) 
        Using meta-language, Deeley connects the word “world” with people inhabiting 
all regions, and one that also includes Anna; and therefore with the use of the word 
“globe” instead, he excludes her. He begins the speech using rhythm to gain authority 
and goes on to draw a parallel between macrocosm (world) and microcosm (Anna) in 
a fractal representation; calling her as full of “emotional political sociological and 
psychological pretentions.” All along the speech Deeley fuses phrases with 
synonyms and analogies, to create an erudite impression about his  own self, while 
hinting all along that the story about Anna and her high class life and husband is 
nothing but a hogwash. He tries to provoke Anna with a sudden non sequitur question 
“How’s the yacht?”  Pinter makes the question stand out from the rest of the speech 
convention, in that he makes it sharply hitting with monosyllabic words as opposed to 
the alternate long and short sentences of the paragraph. This is a sinister and a 
roundabout dig at her by mockingly playing along with her lofty pretentions, after 
letting her know that he knows she is masquerading as such. Not to be disconcerted at 
all, Anna answers without batting a lid, “Oh very well.”(37) Deeley, undaunted makes 
another strike: “Captain steer a straight course?” (37)—a snide and sarcastic remark at 
her twisted tale, to which Anna replies (yet again unfazed) “As straight as we wish 
when we wish it.”(37, emphasis mine) This remark reminds us of Anna’s expertise in 
making things happen at will. (“...as I remember them, so they take place.”)   
        The whole exchange is mannerist, marked by extreme civility and duplicity. It is 
cleverly contrived and artificial and is also characterised with a deliberate 
befuddlement. Irritated by Anna’s composure, Deeley tries to draw her attention to 
dismal England rainy weather, which she had left earlier in favour of warm Italian 
sunshine: “Don’t you find England damp returning?”(37) But Anna’s remark about 
finding the return rather ‘beguiling’ throws him off guard completely. That Anna 
finds England’s (a synecdoche for Kate) dampness rather seductive brings Deeley 
back to doubting the two women’s sexual deviance. His anger begins to take charge 
of him making him mount insults at both the women once again. He is now suspicious 
of his wife’s involvement in the whole charade concerning Anna’s husband- 
invention. Anna solicitously patronizes Kate when she learns about Deeley’s long 
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absenteeism from home (and therefore Kate’s life). But her offer of keeping company 
with Kate during his absence, make him suspect the two women’s complicity in the 
whole affair of sealing permission for Anna’s intrusion in their marriage. Deeley now 
pokes fun at Anna’s fictitious boasting, but not without targeting his wife in the 
process. Using similar condescending tone as used by Anna, in her apparent concern 
for Kate (“You leave your wife for such long periods? How can you? [...] (To Kate) I 
think I must come and keep you company when he is away.” (35)) He addresses the 
same mock concern for Anna’s husband and tells her: “Well anytime your husband 
finds himself in this direction my little wife will only be too glad to put the old pot on 
the old gas stove and dish him up something luscious if not voluptuous. No 
trouble.”(37) Pinter’s fusion of the culinary with vulgar sexual listing produces a 
sarcastic, ridiculing as well as a ludicrous effect in the use of absurdly consonant 
adjectives to describe a dish. But Deeley does not stop here, and goes on to scoffing 
scornfully at Anna, by suggesting preposterous Italian names for her fictitious 
husband : ‘Gian Carlo’ or ‘Per Paulo’ ( the first one defined by Wikipedia as a name 
derived from the English ‘John’ and ‘Charles’). The apparent joviality in Deeley’s 
speech stalls any vocal protest by the women. Instead, the two punish him by simply 
turning away from him by falling into another conversation, from which he becomes 
automatically excluded. Kate and Anna talk about Anna’s life in the Villa in Sicily. 
Deeley tries to butt in with his remarks about his visit to Sicily, where he says he took 
“a pretty austere look at the women in black.” And about whom he had written later 
and had made a film on using a pseudonym for himself: Orson Wells (a jibe at Anna’s 
fictitious husband). The reference to women in black is a jab at the two, as it signifies 
women in mourning or representing anyone who is stuck in the past unable to move 
on with their lives, their memory lane lined with skeletons from the past. 
        Anna and Kate continue to ignore him, by carrying on their conversation about 
Anna’s villa. This infuriates Deeley and he launches into a majorly abusive offensive 
at Anna, where he starts with a preposterous boast about his own white collar 
profession: 
DEELEY 
As a matter of fact I am at the top of my profession, as a matter of fact, and I 
have indeed been associated with a number of articulate and sensitive people, 
mainly prostitutes of all kinds. (38, CW 4) 
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Deeley’s strange association of Anna’s sensitive and articulate qualities with the word 
‘prostitutes’ tantamount to assigning her to the category of sex workers. With the 
reference to people with high class qualities in the penultimate clause, there is quick 
semantic deviation in the next, which leads to a bathetic fall.  This is Pinter’s method 
of making a character use extreme association of oxymoronic reference that gives a 
sharp point to the utterance. Through that very sophisticated wealthy world that Anna 
claims to inhabit now, Deeley insults her by referring to her as a high class call girl.  
        Kate, pretending to override his rudeness, continues in the line of her original 
conversation with Anna, enquiring about the Sicilian people and is rebuffed by 
Deeley: “There is nothing more to see, there is nothing more to investigate, nothing. 
There is nothing more in Sicily to investigate.” (39) Kate still pretends not to hear 
anything uttered by Deeley at all, and repeats her question to Anna. But Anna, 
maligned in the extreme, can no longer ignore Deeley’s offensive jibe in her direction, 
and can only stare speechlessly at Kate. Deeley’s atrocious behaviour is uncalled for 
and it invites the silent wrath of both the women. They decide to punish him, by 
wiping him off, but not by just recalling the past (an activity that had enraged him 
earlier), but actually acting it out now. They live out their life of twenty choices from 
among various men, discussing their (young men’s) qualities in details. 
        Here Pinter neatly reverses the situation from the play’s beginning. Earlier it had 
been Anna who stood apart while Kate and Deeley were discussing her. Now it is 
Deeley, who has been pushed on the fringe, invisible to the two women, as they act 
out a time when Deeley was non-existent in their life together. The situation seems to 
be echoed from Deeley’s earlier hunch, where in his long tirade about meeting Kate 
for the first time he had mentioned: “And there she was [...] placed more or less, I 
would say at the dead centre of the auditorium. I was off centre, and have remained 
so.”(26) Finally, at the end of Act One, it is Kate who dominates the scene by 
emerging out of the two women enactment, as she steps into the present routine, and 
decides to run a bath for herself, as she leaves the two arch enemies alone, facing each 
other.  
        In the beginning of Act Two the stage directions reveal that it is Anna who is in 
possession of the room, which is a set as a bedroom: “The divans and armchair are 
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disposed in precisely the same relation to each other as the furniture in the first act, 
but in reversed position.” (43) The scene has been fast forwarded once again in time 
where Kate is taking her bath, while Deeley has prepared some coffee. Yet 
paradoxically, the scene replicates mirroring a time past which is like that at the 
beginning of Act One. As the Act opens, the light is once again dim, but both Kate 
and Deeley are absent from the scene this time, while Anna is ‘discerned’ from the 
glow that emanates from the bathroom door glass panel, as sitting on the divan. The 
light behind the bathroom door indicates its occupancy by Kate, just as Anna’s figure 
was hinted at in a silhouette in the opening scene of first act. The silence indicated by 
Pinter after the stage directions, ensures a definite time lapse that would make the 
tableau register on the audience eye and mind, just before Deeley makes his entrance 
with the coffee. This entry is parallel to Anna’s sudden appearance on the scene in 
Act One. Just like Anna did, he starts with prattle about the ‘permute-able’ or 
collapsible beds in the room, before he shoots at her with a non sequitur, from a point 
blank range: “Yes, I remember you clearly from the Wayfarers.”(44) Upon Anna’s 
confused denial (“I don’t honestly think so.”(45)) he goes on to rub it in persistently 
with details about her jaunts to the pub; as she wore a bizarre punk like look, rigged 
out totally in black scarf, sweater, skirt and stockings et.al ; a look that is quite in 
contrast to the chic hauteur look that she portrays now. He goes further, to elaborate 
how she used to be the “darling of the salon bar”(45) and was surrounded by a group 
of bohemian  denizens of pop culture, which included the ‘ginger bearded big chap’ 
named Luke. Upon Anna’s protest that she used to be too poor to be able to visit a 
pub or buy alcohol, Deeley brings in a nasty retort with coarse sexual implications: 
“You had escorts. You didn’t have to pay. You were looked after. I bought you a few 
drinks myself.”(46) Thereafter he begins rigmarole of a tirade, ‘recalling’ about the 
gross male behaviour in the Tavern, his own leery gazing up Anna’s skirt at her 
“kissing thighs” and a blatant reference to her lesbian leanings. But by this time, Anna 
has pulled herself together enough, to assume a genteel hauteur and give a mature 
response to Deeley’s pathetic account: “I’ve rarely heard a sadder story.”(48). Deeley 
tries again to assert the credibility of his recollection, but Anna is ready to counter 
him, and she throws down a gauntlet to him by playing along. To his deliberate 
provoking,” I never saw you in the Wayfarer’s Tavern again, where were you?”(48) 
She coolly sticks on to her version of high-class socializing that she had described 
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earlier and replies: “Oh, at concerts I should think, or at the ballet.”(48) This marks 
the end of the argument, which is followed by a Silence, with Anna gaining an upper 
hand in this round. Perhaps she plays along with Deeley for her more dubious intents, 
gathering her ammunition for future use. 
        It is a noticeable factor, that Pinter constructs Deeley’s speeches in such a 
manner, that they seem aimed at producing an effect of self importance, rather than 
being for the sake of response from the other two women characters. His comically 
absurd speech is more in order to draw attention to himself, which is in contrast with 
the women’s speeches that are more balanced and solemnly ritualistic and fuzz out 
any comic technique. The very ambiguity of their speech, especially Anna’s, proves 
to be her strength in as much as it vexes Deeley and creates sympathy for Kate at one 
and the same time.  
        Pinter reveals Deeley as one confused being through his artificiality and 
oversweet courtliness at times, which reveals the hyper realistic quality of the tension 
that prevails in the play. Deeley’s frequent slipping from extreme politeness to a 
sudden use of obscure language occasionally, is Pinter’s device to create a rhythmic 
expertise, and reveals Deeley’s tawdry   penchant for the Rabelaisian. His sexually 
aggressive behaviour seems to be directly connected to his aim of exercising control 
over Kate and defeating Anna in her alleged pursuit. On the other hand, Anna’s use of 
archaic language represents her connection to the past. Her style of using the language 
creates a sense of soothing solemnity. Pinter makes Deeley usurp and repeat her 
words, which highlights them and this is quite a strategy to draw the attention of the 
audience/reader to her unconventional speech. 
        It is to be noted, that the near redundant words spoken by Anna, change in 
almost every sense, when they fall from Deeley’s mouth. Spoken by Anna, the words 
arranged in her speech structures create a ritualistic and almost hypnotic effect, which 
is solemn and soothing, and therefore more prone to expedite the act of bringing the 
two women closer (“Shyly poised over me, looking down at me”). On the contrary, in 
Deeley’s attempt at rephrasing and repeating them, they become meaningless in their 
more frequently used short clauses. Also, his repetitions are not incorporated in his 
own speech, but are made while he interacts with others, as in this exchange: 
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DEELEY 
 I’ve got a brilliant idea. Why don’t we do it [dry out Kate] with powder? 
ANNA 
 Is that a brilliant idea? 
DEELEY 
 Isn’t it? 
ANNA 
 It’s quite common to powder yourself after bath. 
DEELEY 
 It is quite common to powder yourself after bath but it is quite uncommon to 
be powered or is it? It is not common where I come from, I can tell you. My 
mother would have a fit. (52, CW4) 
        The repetitions within the structure of this arguably ‘logical’ argument highlight 
the grotesque even more, when he adds a taboo to it by bringing in the image of his 
mother supervising his act of drying out his wife after a bath. Also the intrinsic quality 
of ritualistic repetitions which lend a power of dominance to the speech gets 
weakened, by the exchange’s argumentative quality as it is an interactive process.  
        Anna’s ritualistic repetitions, on the other hand, are more self endorsing and 
therefore, through her reiterations, Pinter presents speech structures that are more 
solemn and self affirming. For example the following speech: 
ANNA 
We weren’t terribly elaborate in cooking, didn’t have the time, but every so 
often, dished up an incredibly enormous stew, guzzled the lot, and then more 
often than not sat up half the night reading Yeats 
Pause 
(To herself.) Yes. Every so often.More often than not. (18, CW4) 
And then again: 
ANNA 
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 ... the man came over to me, quickly looked down at me, but I would have 
absolutely nothing to do with him, nothing. 
Pause 
No, no, I am quite wrong ... he didn’t move quickly... very slowly, the light 
was bad, and stopped. He stood in the centre of the room. He looked at us 
both; at our beds... then he turned towards me. He approached my bed. He 
bent down over me. But I would have nothing to do with him, absolutely 
nothing. (28, CW4) 
       Anna’s ruminative speech does not allow much interaction, which brings her out 
as a stronger contender for Kate. It is noticeable that her rhythmic speech varies from 
the strongly colloquial speech of Deeley, who in turn, mixes long and short sentences 
along with witty rhymes and superfluous synonyms around risqué statements in order 
to attract attention:  
DEELEY 
Of course she is so totally incompetent at drying herself properly, did you find 
that? She gives herself a really good scrub, but can she with the same 
efficiency give herself an equally god rub? I have found in my experience of 
her that this is not in fact the case. (50, CW 4) 
        On the contrary, Anna’s speech involves syntactical structures built with use of 
synonyms, and the length of her clauses remains roughly equal, almost throughout her 
speech. This in fact makes her stand out as a self confident person, who is just giving 
an account of the past, which resists disbelief. 
       Deeley changes his ploy with Anna, joining her in alliance and making a plan of a 
ménage a trios, involving Anna drying out Kate after her bath, while he watches them 
together. This he does with the intentions to observe them in order to draw out the 
truth about their gay tendency. But Kate, who has most probably overheard their 
conversation from behind the bathroom door, emerges from the bath, already wrapped 
up in a bathrobe, frustrating their cause. She luxuriates in her after bath feeling and 
walks to the window to stand there, looking out into the night. That Kate’s power over 
them is strongly felt and resented by the two becomes evident in the second song 
sequence, which I have discussed above. While in the Act One, it was Anna who was 
the visitor who stood by the window, now we have Kate who turns from the window 
to walk towards the other two. Then as she speaks, we note a total transformation in 
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Kate’s attitude. The respective role of the two women becomes reversed as Kate 
assumes the behaviour of a rather whimsical guest in the house, while Anna fusses 
about her gloatingly: 
KATE 
 Well I’ve decided to stay in anyway. 
ANNA 
 Oh good. I’m glad. Now you can have a good strong coffee after your bath. 
ANNA stands, goes to the coffee and pours 
I could do the hem of your black dress. I could finish it and you could try it on. 
KATE 
Mmnnn. 
ANNA, hands over the coffee 
ANNA 
 Or I could read to you. 
................................................. 
KATE 
The coffee is cold. 
Pause 
  
ANNA 
Oh, I am sorry, I’ll make some fresh. 
KATE 
 No, I don’t want any...  (57-58, CW 4) 
        There is a hint of the resumption of ‘drying out’ process with Deeley’s 
intervention, But the two women have already fallen back once again , playing out the 
life from twenty years ago, (of  a cosy evening in their flat in London) thus shutting 
him out. They discuss boyfriends and zero on to Kate’s crush for Christy, who is a 
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‘gentle’ and ‘sensitive’ man with a ‘sense of humour’. Apparently, the so called 
Christy is Deeley’s doppelganger, with a sense of humour like him, but a contrast in 
the department of sensitivity. Kate’s preference for the gentle and sensitive Christy 
highlights his negative universal parallel Deeley’s insensitivity. Suddenly Kate tells 
Anna to ask Christy around.  Here, Deeley finds an edge way to cut into their 
conversation with his characteristic humorous line: “He can’t make it. He’s out of 
town.” (59) With this, he just about manages his inclusion, which is confirmed by 
Kate’s response line,” Oh, what a pity.” The Silence that follows, marks a sudden 
change of alliance, and with the ball (Kate) in his court now, Deeley’s next move is to 
try and exclude Anna permanently, by reminding her visit may have come to an end, 
and tries to urge her out: “Are you intending to visit anyone else while you’re in 
England? Relations?Cousins?Brothers?” (60) Yet Anna, adamant not to move out, 
insists that she knows only Kate in England. Deeley, again goes on to hint with a 
rhetorical question that Kate’s attitude towards her may have changed (“Do you find 
her changed?”), a cue, which Anna turns to her advantage, to begin flirting with Kate 
once more: “ANNA. (to KATE) You are still shy, aren’t you?”(60), an act, which 
makes Kate stare at her reproachfully. But not to be fazed, Anna turns on to face 
Deeley’s onslaught for her ouster more directly. She begins by discussing Kate once 
more in the third person calling her “so shy, as shy as a fawn”, who “folded away 
from people and their touch.” Then by association, the word ‘shy’ leads her on to 
discuss Kate’s “first blush”, provoking Deeley further. To further sneer and tear at the 
man’s nerves, she bring in his contrived story now, about his having gazed up her 
skirt; and mixing it with Kate’s accusation of her in the Act One about stealing her 
(Kate’s) underwear, she lends a credibility to her devious purpose. She tells Deeley, 
that it was Kate’s underwear that she had worn that night. Anna lingers on Deeley’s 
discomfort and riles him up further, by rubbing in, that how thereafter, Kate had 
insisted on her (Anna) borrowing her underwear again and again, blushing each time 
she made the proposal to her. In return, (Anna tells him) she would relate ‘interesting’ 
things that happened to her while she had worn Kate’s underwear, to which Kate 
insisted on listening to, in the dark. This description is enough to provoke Deeley, into 
calling their relationship ‘a perfect marriage’, and suddenly outraged, he counter 
provokes her with a question; “What was she [like] in passion?”(62) Not wanting to 
ruffle more feathers than necessary, Anna backtracks and replies: “I feel that is your 
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province.” This leads to Deeley’s sudden outburst and he calls her cheap and 
distasteful while asserting his position as Kate’s husband. Anna’s ostensibly innocent 
protest, in her genteel self defence, about having flown all the way from Rome to 
meet her oldest friend, and asking him what it was that worried Deeley about it, leads 
Deeley to project himself into a picture of her husband (perhaps he recognizes a 
counterpart of himself in Anna’s neglected absent spouse) and replies: “What worries 
me is the thought of your husband rumbling about alone in his enormous villa living 
hand to mouth on a few boiled eggs.” (63) Anna attempts to stall him by telling him 
that she “interprets” only when she wants to. Yet Deeley’s frenzied outpouring 
continues turning to grotesque ramblings. Neglected by Kate and mocked by Anna he 
blurts out: “... deprivations and insults, why should I waste valuable space listening to 
two—” to which Kate swiftly replies, “If you don’t like it go.” (63) 
        Kate’s strike at him is a critical turning point in the play, where their marriage 
stands exposed as having failed. Deeley, dazed at Kate’s sudden lash out, can only 
utter: “Go? Where can I go?” (63) Kate comes down rather heavily with her attack, 
which has the implications that she had known all the time about Deeley and Anna’s 
liaison in the past: 
DEELEY 
 Go? Where can I go? 
KATE 
To China or Sicily. (63-64) 
With her reference to ‘China’, it becomes obvious that Kate had been listening to 
Anna’s and Deeley’s conversation earlier, from behind the bathroom door. The other 
opinion that she offers is that he should go to Sicily, since that is the place where 
Anna resides now. With this sudden peripeteia Pinter brings about a surprise reversal 
which brings in another possibility to the purpose of Anna’s arrival; that she may have 
come to severe Deeley and Kate’s marriage ties. Anna may have loved Deeley who in 
turn may have been two timing both the friends, but had chosen Kate over Anna to tie 
the knot with. This also, in retrospect, throws a light on why Kate did not look 
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forward to Anna’s visit in the first Scene. Anna’s real purpose for her visit may have 
been to exact revenge out of her jealousy rather than to celebrate a reunion. 
        As Kate and Deeley combat more openly now, we witness Kate’s attempt to 
push him out while he tries to find all good reasons to rescue their marriage. Anna, 
who begins to enjoy watching their marriage becoming frayed, adds salt to the wound 
by uttering: “You are welcome to come to Sicily anytime, both of you, and be my 
guests. /Silence.” (64) This brings the parallel ensuing altercation between Deeley and 
Kate to a halt, and they turn to stare together at Anna now. This moment marks a 
reformation of their unspoken league (one like that between Mick and Aston in the 
last scene of The Caretaker) in propinquity of marriage. Immediately Anna realizes 
that her motive has been exposed and she tries to offer an explanation to Deeley: “I 
would like you to understand that I came here not to disrupt but to celebrate.” (64) 
Interestingly, Penelope Prentice describes Anna’s defence as “a reverse echo of 
Anthony’s funeral oration. [‘I come to bury Caesar, not to praise him.’]” (199, The 
Pinter Ethics) Anna’s statement is self revealing in the very use of the words ‘disrupt’ 
and ‘celebrate’. Ironically, the Freudian slip starkly lays bare Anna’s intent of 
‘celebrating the disruption’ of Deeley and Kate’s marriage, and no matter how much 
she tries to cover up now, she stands exposed. This is more so because she continues 
her act of disruption by her very next action of excluding Deeley in the same speech. 
She turns to appeasing Kate in the name of celebrating “a very old treasured 
friendship” that was ‘forged’ long ago even before Deeley “knew of [their] 
existence.”(64). Anna’s adamant persistence enrages Deeley, and makes him drop a 
bombshell (in order to prove Anna is wrong and lying) which is telling Kate openly 
now: “We’ve met before you know. Anna and I.”  He tells Kate how they had met at 
the tavern and then he proceeds to offer an unattractive picture of her saying, “She 
freaked out. She didn’t know anyone, so I bought her a drink [...] she was pretending 
to be you all the time.” (65, emphasis mine)  Later in the play, Kate (prompted by 
Deeley’s speech) proceeds to make Anna hideously frightening: 
You tried to do my little trick [...] you had borrowed my little slow smile 
[...] my bend of head, my half closing eyes [...] but it didn’t work, the grin 
only split the dirt at the sides of your mouth and stuck [...]. Your pupils were 
in your eyes. Your bones were breaking through your face [...] by dying alone 
and dirty you had acted with proper decorum. (68, CW 4, emphasis mine) 
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Anna is pushed now to the edge of a friendship-gone-sour, by Kate, who suddenly 
describes her as dead. Kate probably picks up hints from Deeley’s previous speech 
describing Anna. In the extended speech, he mentions a ‘bunch’ from Edgeware Road 
gang, whom he considered dead now, since they had not been contacted for a 
long while. Pinter brilliantly portrays the language flux here, where images are 
churned, then lose form, and then the same raw content is gathered and used to 
emerge in a renewed form in accordance to the changed and contingent need of time 
and situation. 
        It is notable, that from the time Kate emerged from her bath (which is symbolic 
of having washed off all traces of her thraldom) she lets out a sound of deep 
satisfaction, “Aaahh” and then walks past both Deeley and Anna to go and stand by 
the window, looking out into the night. This is the onset or a sign, of Kate beginning 
to assert her freedom and strength. With this self-exclusion, she jeopardizes any 
further possibility of being excluded by the other two. While the other two begin the 
rigmarole of another singing sequence to gloat over her at this point, her non-
involvement by standing aloof with a frozen smile, renders it perfunctory by the end. 
Her preference for a tranquil inner peace and independence is revealed in her non- 
committal attitude towards the aggressive ambition of the other two. In her rejection 
of the ‘hard water of London’ in one of her anchor speeches, she rejects Anna. 
“That’s one reason I like living in the country”, she says. “Everything is softer. The 
water, the light, the shapes the sounds. There aren’t such edges here [...] I don’t care 
for harsh lines.” (55, emphasis mine). She also talks about the only advantage of a 
big city like London in as much as “when it rains it blurs everything.” That is, the 
picture becomes vague and forgotten, perhaps due to its baroque and over ornate 
features. She thus crushes Anna’s zeal for her possible return to the city with her. Her 
rebuffing Anna is further symbolized in her discarding Anna’s proffered coffee as 
‘cold’, and her further refusal for a fresh one. Kate thus remains true to her own 
preferences and desires by now and therefore to herself alone. Deeley’s attempt to 
patronize her as a kid is repudiated by her in her display of invulnerability to his 
criticism (“ I don’t want you sitting damply around the place”)  and her fitting reply to 
his command to smile one more (“I’m still smiling”). Kate’s answer subjugates and 
positions him to a place of a petulant child throwing a tantrum where he is reduced to 
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uttering: “No you’re not. Not like you were a moment ago, not like you did then” 
(57); a picture that he was trying to appropriate to her disposition. This reversal 
moves her automatically to the dominant position. 
        Very soon after, Kate dismisses Anna strongly, as she vicariously dispatches her 
to death in a macabre description of Anna’s dead body, which she claims to have 
discovered in what she now calls “my room”. Her cold self composure while she does 
it is alarmingly spine chilling, as she describes the atmosphere as ‘serene’: “It had 
happened elsewhere. Last rites I did not feel necessary. Or any celebration.”(68) 
After this, she relates about having taken the ritualistic cleansing bath (a parallel to 
one she has taken now): “It was time for my bath; I had quite a lengthy bath, got out, 
walked about the room, glistening, drew up a chair, sat naked beside you and watched 
you.” (68)  The image here is a reversal of the positioning, to the one where Anna sat 
on a chair watching Kate in darkness, assuming that Kate had shied away from her 
gaze. Kate subverts Anna’s earlier assumption by saying that she (Kate) sat ‘naked’ 
beside her and watched, quite unashamed and ‘openly’ thus belying Anna’s 
description of her earlier, as a “folding away” shy creature. 
       Then, in the same fusillade, Kate proceeds to demolish Deeley too, for his choice 
of wrong bed (Anna’s) to lie “in or on”. 
       The bath symbolises a cleansing ritual of absolving herself from the dirty stains 
of the muddy waters in the pool of love. Yet, twenty years later, Kate reasserts her 
choice for domesticity (for which Anna had mocked her earlier) by preferring a 
domestic bathroom to take her ablution dip in. With her final phrase “Neither 
mattered” she sweeps both Anna and Deeley away. Which is just before the final 
equalizer “He asked me once, at about that time, who had slept in that bed before him. 
I told him, no one. No one at all. Long Silence” (69)   
       It is notable, that all the three characters are assigned equal weight and 
opportunity by Pinter in this play. They take turns to jettison the others as and when 
they require to, by nixing them as “nothing to do with him”, “absolutely nothing”, “no 
one at all” or “as if he had never been”. Also, Pinter gives a speech to each one that 
offers a comment on the theme and technique of writing the play. 
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1) (ANNA): There are some things one remembers even though they may never 
have happened [...] but as I recall them so they take place. (28) 
2) (DEELEY): The great thing about these beds is that they are susceptible to any 
amount of permutation. They can be separated as they are now. Or placed at 
right angles, or one can bisect the other, or you can sleep feet to feet, or head 
to head or side by side. It’s the castor that make all this possible. ( 44) 
3) (KATE): I don’t care for harsh lines. I deplore that kind of urgency. [...] The 
only nice thing about a big city is that when it rains it blurs everything. (55) 
       With Kate’s final bath and her words, all the mushy river splashes which defiled 
and dirtied, have been washed away. With no more words (sharper in content) needed 
anymore, there follows a Long Silence. Now there remains a final mime; body 
movements and their language, which only can provide more weight age to the status 
that has ensued. The mime thus symbolizes a continuity that resists a closure; a 
characteristic quality of the post modern drama. The mime enacts Anna’s memory 
about the man crying in the room. Also Anna’s final position (lying on the divan as 
Kate sits besides) enacts Kate’s final ‘Anna-dead’ story.  The subtlety of Pinter’s 
framing the scene is very finely tuned to its happening eternally in time. With its 
conception in Anna’s memory in the past, it forebodes that it may be happening in the 
future, while it actually happens in the present. All this taken together freezes it in 
Time Eternal. With both Anna and Deeley walking towards the door, then stopping 
and returning, this is Pinter’s symbolic and complex exposition of their ouster from 
Kate’s heart, and their immobility from her physical surroundings. Deeley’s act of 
seeking acceptance as he lies across her lap reminds us of the final tableau from The 
Homecoming. Yet Kate’s impassiveness makes him rise again before he slumps into 
the armchair. The lights intensify brightly upon the three, displaying their positioning 
in relation to one another: 
DEELEY  In armchair. 
ANNA  Lying on divan. 
KATE  Sitting on divan. 
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       The action is thus resolved in an intense icon formation, positioned beyond any 
more performance, and left open to the active imagination of the audience. Of this 
final tableau, Richard Allen Cave writes in his article “Body Language in Pinter’s 
Plays”: 
The physical (the body language and positioning) has by the end become the 
correlative of psychological, emotional and spiritual conditions of the three 
characters. What impresses as seeing is distinct from reading this conclusion is 
that Anna and Deeley are agents of their own dissolution; Kate plays no 
directive role in their being marginalized; they are shapers of their own fates. 
(122, Cambridge Companion) 
       Pointing to the Shakespearean influence in Pinter HershZeifman comments, in 
relation to the naming of the central character Kate, in this play: 
Unlike her Shakespearean namesake in The Taming of the Shrew, Pinter’s 
Kate cannot be “tamed”. Petruchio’s goal in Shrew is clearly spelled out: “For 
I am he am born to tame you Kate/ And bring from a wild Kate to a Kate/ 
Conformable as other household Kates” [....] The taming of Shakespeare’s 
Kate has been reversed by Pinter; the battle of Old Times has been won by its 
most unlikely combatant.(133, Pinter at Sixty) 
Therefore as we can see in the play, ‘Deeley’ (with all the onomatopoeic connotation 
of his name) fails to “Deal with” his mission of ‘taming’ the modern Kate to a ‘Katey’ 
(spelled ‘like Shakespeare’s heroine’). While ‘Anna’ (with her palindrome 
nomenclature; attributed to her by her creator, Pinter) reads the same, or stays in the 
same position both the ends, which is as ‘a dead friend’:  a past. 
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CHAPTER SIX 
THE META FUSION: ASHES TO ASHES 
       Ashes to Ashes, which was first performed at the Royal Court Theatre on 
September 12, 1996; is Pinter’s most innovative venture into another level of 
technical experimentation. In this play the dramatist attempts an amalgamation of the 
smallest social unit of the domestic local (family) with a context so large that it 
exceeds the normal spatial and temporal limits of a single human experience. 
       Despite Pinter’s earlier claims about his distrust regarding ideological statements 
and politics, the author remained constantly preoccupied with the power dynamics on 
the geo-political level. Later in 1988, in a conversation with Mel Gussow, Pinter 
admitted: I cannot say that every work I have written is political [...] but I feel the 
question of how power is used and how violence is used, how you terrorize 
somebody, how you subjugate somebody, has always been alive in my work. (20) 
       Pinter explored power politics variously in different contexts in the different 
phases of his writing. The earlier phase saw him probe relations pertaining to 
interpersonal relationships-of- power between individuals. This also included gender 
politics, which was symptomatic of power struggle on a broader scale between man as 
representatives of patriarchy, and women who have been presented as the 
marginalised ‘other’ (Homecoming, Collection, The Lover, Old Times). His later 
phase (1980 onwards) was an explicit transposition into the field of structures of state 
power politics that keep the masses subjugated through recognizable patterns of lies 
and abuse of human rights. One for the Road (1984), Mountain Language(1988) 
Party Time(1991) are some of the plays, that signalled a shift in Pinter’s writing from 
the private world of the domestic to more public surface of politics concerning 
authoritatively oppressive state apparatuses. 
       Commenting upon the contrast between the two phases of Pinter’s writing, 
Martin Esslin says: 
Whereas all his previous work was enigmatic, multilayered relying on pauses 
silences and a subtext of far greater importance than what was actually being 
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said, these later pieces operate unambiguously on the surface, even relying on 
voice-overs to make characters’ thoughts crystal clear as proclaiming a 
message of blinding simplicity, a message which is a call to political action. 
(222. qtd. in Cambridge Companion) 
       In Ashes to Ashes, Pinter seems to attempt an amalgamation of two incompatible 
conventions of his earlier ‘personal-private’ plays with his later ‘public- political’ 
ones. The virtuosity of the artist’s innovative dramaturgy lies in the execution of a 
simultaneous movement of two conflicting modes in a manner that proves 
complimentary rather than normatively repellent. What emerges in the play is, what 
Mael-Zahray-Levo in his essay “Pinter and the Critics” calls, a “riddling dramatic      
map” (222 Cambridge Companion) which is mind boggling. The dialogue is 
presented in a wavy pattern, which is a carefully contrived juxtaposition of the earlier-
Pinter (indirect, ambivalent and unverifiable as in the female protagonist Rebecca’s 
speech) with the later-Pinter (direct and explicitly aware as represented by the male 
character, Delvin’s speech). Such a patterning is further conjoined with a cryptic 
structuring that (like Eliot’s Wasteland) defies normal understanding on the part of 
uninformed non-erudite audience/reader.  Zahery-Levo categorizes Ashes to Ashes as 
a ‘meta-play’ which “seeks to establish a dialogue with critical discourse” (221). 
Therefore an active engagement with intertextuality in the play would affect an 
underlying reasoning. The semantics also gets revealed after scrutinizing the various 
layers of meaning apparent in the use of language made by the dramatist. 
       In his essay “Pinter, politics and postmodernism”, Austin Quigley has pointed 
out: “Pinter’s interwoven narratives are ... able to offer disconcerting models of 
complex nature of social exchange in realms of varying scope and complexity.” (22, 
Cambridge Companion). Consequently, in Ashes to Ashes Pinter interweaves two 
separate patterns of discourse producing a unique set of dialogue which, while 
apparently denying coherence, at one level, and affects another kind of co-existence 
which is complementary at another plane. A close examination of the play’s structure, 
(which appears fragmentary and disjointed and fraught with disparate elements of 
human experiences) reveals links in the shapes of echoing and re-echoing key words 
and phrases, as well as various voices from Pinter’s own previous plays and well as 
his prose (fiction and non-fiction) writings and also his poetry. These links hold the 
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play together and help us recognise the collective human strengths/weaknesses, thus 
binding the two competing modes signified by the two characters of the play. 
       As Yael Zarhy-Levo points out, Ashes to Ashes has a dialectical structuring of the 
Duck-Rabbit meta-drawing “in the sense that it tends to make the boundary of the first 
and the second order representation ambiguous”: (224 Cambridge Companion) 
 
 
THE DUCK-RABBIT DRAWING( Image: Courtesy Pinterest)  
As the picture above displays the dexterity in blurring the boundaries between two 
orders of representation in a single gestalt, Pinter in his Ashes to Ashes also works on 
the same principle which aids his method of displacing both time and place for the 
purpose which is implicit within the play itself. 
       The brilliant economy displayed by Pinter in befuddling time/space is apparent in 
the very first line of the stage directions at the beginning of the play. After listing the 
age of both the characters “in their forties”, Pinter points out the time as “Now” 
(beginning from 1997, when the play was written to anytime in the present, knowing 
that the ‘present ’can be conceived as time everlasting). Therefore, “Time: Now”, if 
taken at its earliest as 1997 when the play was written negates the possibility of 
Rebecca (who is given to be in her forties) to have experienced the Jewish Holocaust, 
firsthand. Yet, the holocaust Images, form the subject of her life narratives. With such 
referential duality the play produces a unique dramatic effect which urges the 
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audience/reader to research the way the play seeks ‘a dialogue with critical discourse’ 
and also prompts one to find collocations in order to form connections. 
       In the stage directions, Pinter reduces the theatrical space to a bare basic 
minimum, minus any naturalistic details. The non- contextual setting includes a 
ground floor room in a country house with a large window that opens upon a garden 
beyond. The impersonal ambience of the room consists of two armchairs and two 
lamps which are arranged symmetrically. The duality in the setting becomes 
highlighted with the natural setting of the sun on a summer evening outside the 
window, which reduces visibility both within and without the room. In contrast, the 
artificial lamplight intensifies but ‘illuminates’ nothing. Here, one sees Pinter 
employing a theatrical non verbal code in order to posit meaning. The darkening of 
the room despite the intensification of lamplight seeks to focus the audience/reader’s 
attention to positioning and process of relativity of the main characters in the play, 
and help them to grasp the authorial- intended- reception-perspective. 
       Critics have viewed Pinter’s later political plays as lacking in strength as 
compared to his former dramatic work. They argue that his political plays have been 
excessively generalised by the author, and lack a claimable frame of reference. This 
leaves the audience/reader blank about where to direct their response/outrage, thereby 
diminishing the plays’ impact. Jeanne Colleran in her article “Disjuncture as 
Theatrical and Postmodern Practice” has pointed out: 
Pinter has positioned his own absurdist drama stretching it to accommodate a 
new form of political commentary. It is one which... depends upon disrupture, 
disjunction and indeterminacy and operates through its manipulation of 
historical framework, media operation and theatrical venue. (57, Pinter at 
Sixty) 
       Pinter’s dramaturgy in his political plays utilizes disjuncture and fragmentariness 
and relies on the aesthetic technique of montage in order to allow the audience to 
make possible collocations and challenges them to find a frame of reference and to 
construct meaning. This technique charges the plays with the power to evoke images 
which are recognizable and provocative enough to elicit audience/reader’s response to 
the characters’ plight. In Ashes to Ashes Pinter’s preoccupation lies in establishing the 
play’s relationship with the audience in a way that make them complicit with the 
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play’s theme itself, which is one of guilt and responsibility. Pinter’s dramatic 
technique here involves his preoccupation with the structure of the play, the crafting 
and development of images and motifs; their arrangement, repetition and re-invoking; 
their gradation, combination, interweaving and connectedness; and reaching them to 
the climax, using his ever unique manner of conscious highlighting and disguising. A 
pattern of ambiguity and un-verifiability constitutes this bricolage, as we witness the 
dialogue leaping from one image to another without any clear or explicit connection 
between the various images. Yet, as the play progresses, the fragmentary images 
accumulate, and operate syntagmatically, allowing a larger meaning to emerge while 
yet defying any organic structuring.  Jeanne Colleran calls Pinter’s plays “a series of 
juxtaposed metonymies [where] sense of meaning created by the montage depends on 
a performance of placement, by virtue of the drama’s serial, fragmentary rather than 
narrative structure.”(59). She further says that the meaning of the plays “relocates 
itself, shifting by virtue of the dramatic text from one adjacent scene to the next and 
shifting by virtue of theatrical performance from unspecified location to cultural 
context.” (59) 
       The cast of Ashes to Ashes involves a couple in their forties and a strong presence 
of an absent figure, which is felt throughout the play. The opening scene is 
reminiscent of the opening of Old Times where one witnesses the husband 
interrogating the wife about a former relationship. The only difference is that while in 
Old Times the person discussed (Anna) is physically present on the stage, whereas in 
Ashes to Ashes the third person is only a strongly felt presence ‘there’. The names of 
the characters can only be known by their reference under the dramatis personae, and 
in this play too the character’s nomenclature goes further than acting just a referential 
focus for the dramatist. Rebecca and Delvin are both names that are used structurally 
in identifying a relationship. Devlin could be a close anagram of a person who is seen 
as constantly interrogating his wife/partner, trying to ‘delve in’ her personal past as 
well as into her mind/thoughts. Rebecca on the other hand is a common Jewish name, 
which is perhaps the only link of the female character to the image of holocaust 
atrocity so potently displayed in the play. The name also offers a biblical reference to 
Isaac’s wife Rebecca, who sends away her son Jacob (gives away her child) in order 
to protect him from his brother’s wrath and being killed. 
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       The opening scene with the stage directions: “DEVLIN standing with a 
drink.REBECCA sitting.” (395 Plays 4) immediately sets before the audience a power 
relationship, characterised by the typical Pinteresque positioning of ‘sitting’ and 
‘standing’ in the Pinter oeuvre. Also the scene resembles an interrogatory, which is a 
recurrent Pinter motif, and establishes the power relationship, where the interrogator 
(the standing male) questions, and therefore subjugates the other (the sitting female). 
The first speech belongs to Rebecca who seems to be ‘volunteering’ information to 
Devlin about her former lover. Most critics feel puzzled about Rebecca’s act of 
voluntarily revealing her most personal information. Yet one can see or feel that the 
act is not voluntary. The fact that we have landed bang on in mid-conversation is 
apparent from the Silence (by way of a stage instruction) that precedes the first 
speech. This could mean that Rebecca is providing a thought out answer that has been 
put to her by Devlin before the silence. The fact that Devlin has been digging on her 
past becomes clear in the next few lines. 
       The interrogation in the first scene blends in a varying amount of menace, the 
personal authority and political dictatorship from Pinter’s earlier Interrogation scenes 
(The Birthday Party, Hothouse, Caretaker, Collection and One for the Road) which 
brings the menace of power closer to various realities being faced. Rebecca’s answer 
is of a revelatory nature, through which we witness how through parodying a mixture 
of catechistic process and a confessional, which involves a recapitulation of a 
memory, Pinter makes possible the formation of a graphic erotic image: 
REBECCA: Well... for example... he would stand over me and clench his fist. 
And then he’d put his other hand on my neck and grip it and bring my head 
towards him. His fist... grazed my mouth. And he’d say ‘Kiss my fist’. 
DEVLIN: And did you? 
REBECCA: Oh yes. I kissed his fist. The knuckles. And then he’d open his 
hand and give me the palm of his hand... to kiss... which I kissed 
Pause 
And then I would speak. 
DEVLIN: What did you say? You said what?? What did you say? 
REBECCA: I said, ‘put your hand round my throat’. I murmured it through his 
hand as I was kissing it. (395-96) 
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       In this conversation, it is to be noted that the words ‘kiss’ and ‘fist’ occur in 
tandem several times: ‘ kiss my fist’, ‘I kissed his fist’, ‘ The knuckles[...] the palm of 
his hand to kiss, which I kissed’ and ‘I murmured through his hand which I was 
kissing’. The repetition and revoking of the words sets forth in making of an image 
and works upon the mind of the audience/ reader as kind of speech- act, which 
invokes their minds towards working upon construction of meaning. As Drew Milne 
in her article, “Pinter’s Sexual Politics” has pointed out: 
The play’s central speech act acquires a metaphorical resonance which invites 
reflection on the experiential and social contexts which make such gestures 
intelligible. As a representation, the play is metaphorical, offering an image of 
dramatic power that can be understood as a metonymy of the more general 
mediation of power in society. (108, Cambridge Companion) 
Therefore, if ‘kiss my fist’ represents an act of private sexual desire, then the image 
becomes a metaphor for patriarchal male domination in a heterosexual relationship as 
desired/ shunned by women. And if the image is deciphered as more public political 
drama, then it works as a metonymy for the ‘language of authoritarian male 
domination’ in society, in general. In this respect, Pinter’s image formation here 
represents a postmodernist Foucauldian view of discursive practices, which exposes 
the ‘constructedness’ of the existing power structures through the discursive power of 
language. As it has been observed, in his later plays Pinter broadened his perspective 
from his micro political power relations of society and gender politics to include 
politics on the macro level of global state power that has been built upon torture, 
repression and violence. Therefore, in Ashes to Ashes it would be interesting to note 
how Pinter tries to use the image of fist kissing, as a multidimensional organic image 
to attempt an amalgamation and demonstrate the interdependence of both the private 
and the public politics. From this perspective, the image is an artistic construct by the 
playwright which demonstrates Pinter’s later political activism in a literary guise.  
       Viewed with reference to Pinter’s critical judgment on the US political authority, 
the image imbues political symbolism. In his Nobel Lecture, Pinter had parodied and 
satirized the speeches of the then President Bush of the USA: 
 God is good... My God is good... Bin Laden’s God is bad... Saddam’s God 
was bad, except he didn’t have one. He was a barbarian. We are not 
barbarians. We don’t chop people’s heads off. We believe in freedom. So does 
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God. I am not a barbarian. I am the democratically elected leader of a freedom 
loving democracy, we are a compassionate society. We give compassionate 
electrocution and compassionate lethal injections. I am not a dictator, He is. I 
am not a barbarian. He is. And he is. They all are. I possess moral authority. 
You see this fist? This is my moral authority. And don’t you forget it.  (“Art, 
Truth and Politics”- Pinter’s Nobel Lecture- Web (emphasis mine)) 
       Pinter’s railing against USA in his critical writings, lectures and interviews find 
expression in his art or political drama as well. Therefore the ‘iron fist’ of the so 
called moral authority is also hinted at in Ashes to Ashes with the image that translates 
as a metaphor of the rest of the world ‘kissing the fist’ of the world’s most powerful 
nation, that hypnotises us into believing that it continues to work for the “universal 
good”, proffering a “cushion of reassurance” that has been knit through, with “a 
tapestry of lies”. (232, Various Voices) 
       The image of a clenched fist has been a recurrent leitmotif in Pinter’s later drama, 
and it posits meaning through cross reference. In Party Time, where he explores the 
global abuse of power, Pinter telescopes in people who are trying to retain their power 
against insurgency with the use of force to perpetuate violence: 
FRED: We’ve got to make it work. 
DOUGLAS: What? 
FRED: The country. 
................................................................................ 
DOUGLAS: ... All this fucking about has to stop. 
................................................................................. 
FRED: clenches his fist. 
A bit of that. 
DOUGLAS: clenches his fist.  
A bit of that. 
................................................................................. 
We want peace and we are going to get it. But we want that peace to be cast 
iron. No leaks. No draughts. Cast iron.Tight as a drum. That kind of peace we 
want and that’s the kind of peace we’re going to get. A cast iron peace. 
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He clenches his fist.  
Like this.  (291-293 Plays 4) 
       It has been pointed out by various critics that Rebecca and the lover are 
allegorical figures who play out a sadomasochist ritual of love that implies sadistic 
sexual imposition and a willing surrender or submission: 
Command: Kiss my fist. 
Counter-command: Put your hand on my throat.  
       Penelope Prentice has remarked: “To attempt to dominate another person, is not 
perhaps, finally so different from trying to dominate another nation. And the results 
are not surprisingly similarly destructive.” (305, The Pinter Ethics) The establishment 
of similarity between private and public domains deconstructs their binary opposition, 
as both are seen to engender power relations. In his process of the amalgamation of 
the private and the public, Pinter interpolates the battle of domestic power between 
Rebecca and Devlin as a catalyst to effect the mingling. The dialogic process between 
the two characters results in engendering Rebecca’s images from her/others’ past 
experience or her imagination, while Devlin tries persistently to ground her in their 
present.  
       Pinter structures Ashes to Ashes into distinctive parts that are divided by sets of 
fragmented images. The playwright employs bricolage to construct the body of the 
text in a manner that would allow continuity only through repetition or recurrence of 
key words and phrases, in a manner, so as to make the dis-junctured images appear 
again with added meaning, when used further, in the modified contexts. This forms an 
implicit metaphorical connection between the various disparate elements in the play. 
The key image of the sadomasochist love ritual is set in the very beginning and is 
deliberately made to echo throughout the play. This is done with Devlin’s deliberate 
evocations of the image during his interrogation till his final miming of the act, 
literally on the stage. Therefore when the image is constructed virtually at first, with 
Rebecca’s words, at a time when Rebecca and Devlin are seen sitting, in a well 
defined and well illuminated private domestic space, it is only an imaginary invisible 
description. Towards the end of the play this image begins to concretize as the 
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surrounding space becomes amorphous with the gradual dimming of light onstage, as 
Devlin starts miming Rebecca’s earlier graphic description in silhouette on the stage’s 
tenebrous and undefined space. This is Pinter’s metaphorically suggestive technique, 
of making the private domestic space permeable. The private space is penetrated with 
Rebecca bringing in the image of her lover from her past into her drawing room. 
Pinter effects the intermingling of the two contrasting spaces, by re-echoing the image 
throughout, up to Rebecca’s final image that sketches out the historically public 
holocaust. This image includes her lover committing the atrocious act of snatching the 
baby bundle from her arms in continuation with Devlin’s re-enactment of the previous 
image. 
       The private sexual domination, evident in the erotic stranglehold of Rebecca’s 
lover, therefore, becomes an extension of his public authoritarian role, as we discover 
through the course of the play. The lover is defined by Rebecca as a ‘guide’ who had 
‘a following’ where “[people] would follow him over the cliff and into the sea if he 
asked them.” (405, Plays4)  This lover ‘led’ her too during a visit to a ‘factory’. At 
this point Pinter effects a fusion of interpersonal gender politics with the symbolic 
history of world politics. This is done with Rebecca’s startling revelation of the lover 
being a tyrannical leader (GuideFuhrer Hitler?): “He was a guide. He used to go 
to the local railway station and walk down the platform and tear all the babies from 
the arms of their screaming mothers.” (406-407) 
       Pinter’s use of a souring domestic relationship is an allegorical method to make 
truth evolve out of dissolving and intermingling surrealistic images, dreams and 
echoes. It is ingeniously poetical. The role played by Devlin (hypnotist/ interrogator/ 
psychiatrist) who delves in Rebecca’s past, and eggs her on into developing images in 
order to extract the ‘public-personal’ truth. 
       In his Nobel Lecture, Pinter defines the technical problem that a dramatist faces 
while writing: 
...language in art remains a highly ambiguous transaction, a quicksand, a 
trampoline, a frozen pool which might give way under you, the author, at any 
time. But the search for truth can never stop. (It cannot be adjourned, it cannot 
be postponed. It has to be faced right there on the spot).Political theatre 
presents an entirely different set of problems... sermonising has to be avoided 
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at all cost. Objectivity is essential. The characters must be allowed to breathe 
their own air. The author... must be prepared to approach them from a variety 
of angles, from a full and uninhibited range of perspectives. (Web) 
       From such a perspective, the role of Devlin seems to be a self referential creation 
by Pinter, mainly when Devlin considers his position in the scenario with Rebecca as 
such: “I’m letting you off the hook. Have you noticed? I’m letting you slip. Or 
perhaps it’s me who is slipping. It’s dangerous. Do you notice? I’m in a quicksand.” 
(412)  
       From the very beginning we see Devlin employing meta-language, trying to exert 
some control in order to concretize Rebecca’s phantasmagoria; he goads her in her 
revelation, using highly stressed rhythm, with phrases like “ What did you say? You 
said what? What did you say?”(395) and “What do you mean, he adored you? What 
do you mean?”(396), “Are you saying he put no pressure on your throat? Is that what 
you are saying?”(396),“And your body? Where did your body go?”(397) In Rebecca’s 
speech Pinter uses a mixture of both whimsical and ritualistic language. Rebecca uses 
almost comic ritualistic speech rhythms to attract Devlin’s attention. In addition the 
echoing repetition and syntax of her speech creates a ritualistic atmosphere from 
within the dialogue itself, which Pinter creates for her. The startling contrast between 
her colloquial styles given forward in her ritualistic language produces a strange 
mixture of both, the comical and the pathetic. Also the linguistic ritual makes 
Rebecca’s speech more stylized and poetic, and therefore highly dramatic and 
rhythmical. Yet in the repetitions and rhythmic process of her speech, Pinter makes it 
fall short of the comic element by slowing down the tempo of its delivery, which is 
marked by the ellipses and punctuations: 
REBECCA: He put a little... pressure... on my throat, yes. So that my head 
started to go back, gently but truly. 
DEVLIN: And your body? Where did your body go? 
REBECCA: My body went back, slowly but truly. 
DEVLIN: So your legs were opening? 
REBECCA: Yes. 
Pause 
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DEVLIN: Your legs were opening? 
REBECCA: Yes.  
Silence (397) 
       The ritualistic mood is struck here with the use of repeated sentence structures: 
“my head started to go back/ my body went back” or with phrases: “gently but truly/ 
slowly but truly”. The rhythm created by four rhyming words in the phrases 
(gently/truly, slowly/ truly) slows down the speed of utterance since the words are 
disyllabic. This creates a chant like linguistic ritual which evokes a solemn mood. Yet 
on the semantic level Rebecca opposing the words ‘gently’ and ‘slowly’ with the 
word ‘truly’ is absurd. This lends a mock dignity to the ritualistic performance, thus 
frustrating any meaningful communication. Also the solemn feeling half evoked by 
Rebecca’s use of language is cross cut by Devlin’s use of monosyllabic tautological 
repetitions (What did you say? You said what?), that are in high speed delivery, in 
contrast to Rebecca’s use of words. By making use of such a complex linguistic 
technique, Pinter succeeds in creating an effect that unsettles each character’s effort to 
control the other. This leads to a stalemate situation in the couple’s relationship. 
       Pinter affects a colloquial dialogue between the two characters, despite making 
Rebecca use anti-naturalistic language. This he does by making Devlin use phatic 
speech which includes a constant reference to Rebecca’s own words that she has just 
used before he starts speaking. Apparently this is to focus attention on what she is 
saying: 
            REBECCA: ... He adored me you see? 
DEVLIN: He adored you? 
Pause 
What do you mean he adored you? What do you mean? (396) 
       Also, such phatic clauses used by Devlin in between Rebecca’s speech breaks the 
rhythmic flow of Rebecca’s ritualistic language and helps in retaining a colloquial 
effect too. The scene ends on a comic note as Devlin delves in too far with his 
questions regarding Rebecca’s body movements. His interest to go into the minute 
details of Rebecca’s story, specially his last question (So your legs were opening?) 
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reveals a more objective curiosity rather than a subjective concern for his wife while 
verging on the ludicrous. Devlin here may seem to embody the curious but apathetic 
masses/audience of the present times, which represents the passive spectators of a 
social or state sponsored atrocity. This may be seen as Pinter’s portrayal of masses 
simulating self-imposed ‘outsiderdom’ with self-alienation and confusion so evident 
in the present day society. Yet a hopeful curiosity is prompted even on the part of 
audience as outsiders, when Devlin expresses his need to know by declaring to 
Rebecca: “You understand why I’m asking you these questions.... I’m in the dark. I 
need light.” (399) 
       Rebecca’s constant reference to her lover as ‘gentle’ adoring and compassionate 
puzzles Devlin and he asks her incredulously: “Do you feel you are being 
hypnotized?” Devlin’s metaphysical question if taken in relation to Pinter’s self 
referential role, would here spell like a postmodern concern about the role of 
language, and reality/ history as being radically discursive. Devlin’s wonderment 
about whether Rebecca is acting out of some kind of trance or hypnosis, which makes 
her refer to her sadistic lover (who almost murdered her), as kind and adoring; 
matches Pinter’s own suspicion about the role of the so called ‘role model’ USA in 
world crimes: “ You have to hand it to America. It has exercised a quite clinical 
manipulation of power worldwide while masquerading as a force for universal good. 
It is a brilliant, even witty, highly successful act of hypnosis.” (Nobel Lecture).  
       In his article published in Guardian on December4, 1996, Pinter wrote: 
The US is without a doubt the greatest show on the road. Brutal, indifferent, 
scornful and ruthless it may be, but it is also very smart. As a salesman it is 
out on its own. And its most saleable commodity is self- love. Listen to 
President Clinton-and before him, Bush and before him Reagan and before 
him all the others- say on the television the words ‘the American People’ as in 
sentence, ‘I say to the American People the it is time to pray and defend the 
rights of the American People and I ask the American People to trust their 
president in the actions he is about to take [Crimean War/ Gulf War?] on the 
behalf of the American People.’ A nation weeps. It’s a pretty brilliant 
stratagem. Language is actually employed to keep thought at bay. The words 
‘the American People’ provide a truly voluptuous cushion of reassurance. You 
don’t need to think. Just lie back on the cushion. [Even though] The cushion 
may be suffocating your intelligence and your critical faculties.... (231-232, 
Various Voices) 
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       This summarizes more specifically, by collocation, the image of ‘kissing the fist’ 
as metonymy of Pinter’s statement on America’s role as an aggressively authoritarian 
and hegemonic oppressive state. Also here, we as audience/ readers play the role of 
supplementing the text with critical discourse, thus developing a symbiotic 
relationship with the performance and the subject of performance. 
       Devlin cuts himself off, in the first interrogation scene with a bewildered 
question.  Penelope Prentice remarks:  
“... [To] do you feel you are being hypnotized?” [Rebecca] replies, “I think 
you are a fuckpig”. Each question answered reveals another opening to a 
larger mystery. Her startling unprovoked attack on the man who exhibits great 
patience in listening to her story signals some seismic disturbance beneath 
their surface.”(368, Pinter Ethics)  
       This ‘seismic disturbance’ is technically made evident by the dramatist with the 
use of short and abrupt exchanges between the couple in a rhythmic duologue: 
DEVLIN: Do you feel you are being hypnotized? 
REBECCA: When? 
DEVLIN: Now. 
REBECCA: No. 
DEVLIN: Really? 
REBECCA: No. 
DEVLIN: Why not. 
REBECCA: Who by? 
DEVLIN: By me. 
REBECCA: You? 
DEVLIN: What do you think? 
REBECCA: I think you’re a fuckpig. 
DEVLIN: Me a fuckpig? Me! You must be joking. 
REBECCA (smiles) me joking? You must be joking. 
Pause   (397-399) 
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       The monosyllabic beat established here stretches on like ‘strike-counter-strike’ on 
a battlefield, paired between similar sounds or ideas within the sequence (when/ now, 
no/why not, who by/ by me). The quick and counter-quick strikes lead to the final 
bombshell of an abuse. The monosyllabic and disyllabic lines are eventually 
abandoned but their sound-bytes (bites?) echo and linger throughout the sequence 
thus never abandoning the rhythm. This is Pinter’s classic technique in developing a 
beat to intensify the quality of a dialogic exchange. The tension that builds up is 
released in the last word of the punch line—‘fuckpig’. Interestingly, the word is a 
spondee with two stressed syllables. This gives the word an explosive quality. This is 
again matched by Devlin’s use of a counter-spondee with the word ‘joking’ thus 
producing a sound synthesis in its co-echoing. The characters thus far seem to match 
equally in this game-of-words challenge and defence scenario. Ironically, this drama 
of a conflict highlights a limited understanding between the couple (even as Devlin 
later comments, “I always knew you loved me [...] because we like the same tunes.”). 
When Rebecca throws the word ‘fuckpig’ at Devlin, he throws it back at her , but 
makes a quick recovery by matching the spondee with one of his own (with the word 
‘joking’). Rebecca realizes his slip and smiles triumphantly before she caps the 
conversation with a double beat or double- throw: “Me joking! You must be joking.”      
The sequence is Pinter’s brilliant portrayal of private gender-political strife, before it 
returns to the image of a man’s fist against a woman’s face, once again. To ensure that 
this image remains perpetually fixed in the audience/reader’s mind throughout the 
play, Pinter makes Devlin dwell on to the lover’s appearance, with a change in his 
ploy this time: 
DEVLIN: Look. It would mean a great deal to me if you would define him 
[Rebecca’s lover] more clearly. [...] Physically I mean, what did he actually 
look like? [...] I mean quite apart from his disposition [...] I need to have a 
clearer idea of him. I mean what did he look like? Can you give him a shape 
for me, a concrete shape? I want a concrete image of him you see... an image I 
can carry about with me. (399-400, emphasis mine) 
       In the section that follows, Devlin tries to coax Rebecca, into giving more 
description about her lover, by using an endearment “darling”. Rebecca finds this 
distasteful and expresses her displeasure, indicating for the first time the end of their 
relationship: “I’m not your darling... I don’t want to be your darling. It’s the last thing 
I want to be. I’m nobody’s darling.” (401) Taking cue from her last line Devlin tries 
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to make light of the issue by suggesting that it resembled a title of a song “ I’m 
nobody’s baby now” (402). Rebecca corrects him saying “It’s You’re nobody’s baby 
now” (402) while insisting that she did not use the word ‘baby’. Nevertheless, it is 
significant to note that with the use of the word ‘baby’ thrice in this seemingly 
innocuous exchange, Pinter introduces a key word that cannot be put down or ignored 
from now on. Also, the use of the word triggers Rebecca’s anamnesis process as she 
starts pondering aloud upon her lover once again. Through a piecemeal approach, she 
gradually sums up her lover’s occupation to be that of a guide: “I think he was some 
kind of a courier. No, no, he wasn’t. That was only a part time job. I mean that was 
only a part of the job in the agency.”/ “A travel agency.”/ “He was a guide, you see. A 
guide.” (403) Here we notice, that the repetition of words in the text, not only serves 
to emphasise key words for the audience/ readers, but it also expresses a struggle 
within the internal communication system between the characters. Also, Pinter 
intensifies the psychological dynamics with an expressionistic method of using fading 
light that grows dimmer both outside the window as well as inside the room. 
       In Ashes to Ashes Pinter has used language for its qualifying and unravelling 
nature, which is why we find a lot of phatic speech in Rebecca’s and Devlin’s 
conversations. What we have is a problem with expression rather than a creative or 
clever word connection, which gives the dialogue a hyper realistic quality. Truth 
becomes elusive for the time being, although it is unavoidable towards the end. This is 
mainly because both the characters are seen as frequently and repeatedly changing the 
subject of the conversation throughout the play. This results into tug-of-war between 
the two; with Rebecca trying to pull Devlin in her past, to share it with him; while 
Devlin tries to pull her away from it and become the centre of her attraction in the 
present. The phatic speech that Rebecca uses, (“By the way, there’s something, I’ve 
been dying to tell you” (409) / “By the way, I’m terribly upset” (407) / “Oh yes, 
there’s something I’ve forgotten to tell you” (416) / “oh, by the way somebody told 
me the other day” (417)) are means to draw Devlin’s attention to her stories. Also 
such phrases and clauses serve to introduce a variety of incidents in Rebecca’s life 
and facilitate her shifting from present to past and vice versa.  
       In the following conversation, with the excessive use of phatic language, Pinter 
highlights the problem in the internal communication system, between the characters: 
233 
 
REBECCA: did I ever tell you about that place... about the time he took me to 
that place? 
DEVLIN: What place? 
REBECCA: I’m sure I told you. 
DEVLIN: No, you never told me. 
REBECCA: How funny. I could swear I had. Told you. 
DEVLIN: You haven’t told me anything. I’ve never spoken about it before. 
You haven’t told me anything. 
Pause 
What place? 
REBECCA: Oh, it was a kind of factory, I suppose. 
DEVLIN: What do you mean a kid of factory? Was it a factory or wasn’t it? 
And if it was a factory, what kind of factory was it? (403-404) 
A grave conflict is focused upon here with Devlin’s growing irksomeness and 
Rebecca’s continuing nonchalance. The conversation also expresses Rebecca’s need 
for Devlin’s identification with her thoughts and feelings. This is evident from her 
effort to include him in her memory, regardless, whether it is true or not.  
       Their conversation trudges along with such rough patches towards memories and 
words gathering up for piecing together another image. This image is of men in caps 
(Jewish skull caps?) working in a factory which is revealed to be a place without 
sanitation, or regards for proper hygiene for the workers. As has been pointed out by 
almost all the critics as well as Pinter himself, that writing Ashes to Ashes was 
inspired by Pinter’s reading of Gitta Sereney’s biography written by Albert Speer, a 
commander of the Nazi forces and also the Minister for Armaments and Munitions..  
       Steering the topic from her lover’s looks to his job, Rebecca informs Devlin that 
he was “quite high up” in the agency or the institution he worked for, which was 
evident from the fact that the workers doffed off their caps as he led Rebecca down 
the alley between rows of workers. Rebecca’s description of the place as ‘exceedingly 
damp’ where the workers were not ‘dressed for the weather’, and also where there 
was no bathroom to be found when she needed to use one, was surely an image, 
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triggered by association with the underground arm’s factory in Harz Mountain – 
Dora. This was described by Speer, as having no sanitation, and where Jewish men 
worked under the worst of conditions of all Jewish slave camps.  
       With her expression of the need to use the bathroom, Pinter establishes Rebecca 
as a persona representing both the witness and the victim of the Nazi atrocities. First 
she is made to describe the atrocious squalor of the slave labour camp, and secondly, 
her need to use the bathroom is a metonymy for an empathetic experience of a Jewish 
labour/concentration camp survivor, who was, by the Nazi Registers, euphemistically, 
‘sent to the showers’ to be gassed.1 
       When Devlin asks Rebecca why the workers held the ‘guide’ in such a high 
esteem, she replies: “Because he ran a really tight ship. [...] They had total faith in 
him. They respected his... purity, his... conviction. They would follow him over a cliff 
into the sea, if he asked them [...] and sing in a chorus as long as he led them.” (405) 
The image evoked by Rebecca here echoes a series of similar scenes of following in 
Faith. The words like ‘clean’, ‘purity’, ‘conviction’, ‘respect’, ‘faith’ are re-echoed 
across Pinter’s own previous plays2. The image here seems to be for the purpose of 
Pinter adding more word clues to the text, which would develop later into a more 
1Auschwitz II- Birkenan – “History of a man-made hell” documents the following conditions of the 
Nazi concentration camps’ survivors: The gas chambers in the Birkenan camp were disguised as 
showers rooms. The Red Cross inspected the shower facilities at Auschwitz-Birkenan and noticed that 
some of the fixtures were in need of repair, but they never suspected that some shower rooms were 
actually gas chambers with fake showerheads. 
Regarding the liquidation of the Chez family camp in section B II b, the following quote is from Don 
Moore’s article in the Sun Herald : 
“They told everyone in the campB2B we were going to be sent to Germany as slave labourers, but we 
had to clean up and shower first and we’d be issued new uniforms.” he said, “ When we reached what 
the guards said were the ‘showers’ there was a commotion going on.... I heard a guard say that 
something was kaput.” He learned later that the apparatus that filled the showers with poison gas was 
‘kaput’. 
2 
a) In New World Order—“Lionel: I feel so pure. / Des: Well you’re right. You’re right to feel 
pure. You know why? / Lionel: Why? / Des: Because you are keeping the world clean for 
democracy.” ( 277, Pinter: Plays 4) 
b) In One for the Road—“Nicholas: I run the place, God speaks through me. I am referring to the 
Old Testament God, by the way, although I’m a long way from being Jewish. Everyone 
respects me here. Including you.” (225, Pinter: Plays4); and “Nicholas: .... We have a first 
class brothel upstairs.... All Volunteers. Their daddies are in our business. Which, I remind 
you, to keep the world clean for God.”(246) 
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concrete image projected by Rebecca’s imagination, leading to yet another insight. 
Penelope Prentice comments on Pinter’s method thus: 
The alternates between opposites in tone and topic, the familiar and the 
unexpectedly bizarre [...] normalcy and nightmare—establishes the dynamic 
that propels the play’s action beyond the force of Hegelian dialectic. [...] each 
alternation results in greater insight which only raises another question that 
drives deeper into new mystery. (368-369) 
       Therefore upon Devlin’s puzzled query about the discrepancy between Rebecca’s 
lover’s job as a travel agent and his running a factory, Rebecca’s answer reveals a 
grotesque story: “He did work for a travel agency. He was a guide. He used to go to 
the local railway station and walk down the platform and tear all the babies from the 
arms of their screaming mothers.” (406-407). Here we can see that by local ordering 
from a chaotic word-pool Pinter creates another image through Rebecca’s agency. 
From travel agency, develops the word guide whose destination (by association) 
would obviously be a railway station, which again, by some stream- of- consciousness 
association, leads to a more universal, non-sequitur but recognizable horrific image 
from the holocaust. Here, it becomes necessary to mention the uncanny resemblance 
of the image to some graphic scenes of baby snatching by Nazi Guides at railway 
stations from the holocaust movies, especially Sophie’s Choice and The Pianist. At 
this place, the word clue ‘baby’ that was introduced earlier in the play is taken up 
again to in present a dramatic development in terms of a speech act with metaphorical 
association: 
       The deportation trains used by the Weimar Republic before and during World 
War II and the selection of the Jews brought to the stations for being sent for 
extermination, or the labour camps. In this respect, the word ‘guide’ assumes a 
significant connotation, which is as being an equivalent to the German word ‘Fuhrer’ 
(which according to Wikipedia is almost associated with Adolf Hitler). The travel 
agency too, would by a similar association represent an organization using 
institutionalized methods employed during the holocaust for the segregation of Jews, 
where infants and children and the elderly were sent directly to the crematoria while 
the rest to the slave labour camps. In an Interview with Mireia Argary Pinter 
acquiesced about the subject of Ashes to Ashes:  
236 
 
It is about the images of Nazi Germany.... The Holocaust is probably the worst 
thing that ever happened, because it was so calculated, deliberate and precise, 
and so fully documented by people who actually did it. They counted how 
many people they were murdering every day.... But it not simply the Nazis 
that I am talking about, in Ashes to Ashes because it would be a dereliction on 
my part to simply concentrate on the Nazis and leave it at that.  (80-81, 
Various Voices) 
       After introducing this image, Rebecca suddenly changes the subject in a casually 
detached manner using another phatic “By the way, I’m terribly upset.”(407) The 
reason for her distress, she says, is the police siren fading away on the road outside, 
which makes her feel ‘terribly insecure’ as she hates losing it to someone else. Devlin 
reassures her soothingly, that she would never be without one. A police siren, by free 
association, would point out either to totalitarian state repression in general, or more 
specifically to the Gestapo sirens that signalled the forcible recruitment of the Jews in 
Nazi Germany. Rebecca’s concern (‘It hit me so hard’) soon falls into a bathetic 
common observation that as the sound of the siren faded away, it became louder 
elsewhere for others. Further her desire to possess it apparently seems to be a 
solipsistic marking out of the self as someone special: “Rebecca: I hate it fading 
away. I hate it echoing away. I hate it leaving me. I hate somebody else possessing it. 
I want it to be mine all the time.” (408) 
       On yet another level, it can assumed that Rebecca’s speech here reflects the 
author’s voice with a wish or moral responsibility to diffuse violence without letting it 
slip further ahead for future forbearers. At the end of the scene, Rebecca swerves out 
of sync with a comic “It’s a beautiful sound don’t you think?” (408) This line once 
again brings to fore Rebecca’s masochist tendency so precisely sketched in the lovers’ 
image earlier in the play. Devlin’s quite opposite perception of the police as a sign of 
State protection makes him misunderstand her and he soothes her telling her not to 
worry as they will always be with another one. 
       In order to illustrate the conflicting modes of self expression here, Pinter applies 
the technique of oxymoronic combination of the speeches of the two characters. 
Rebecca’s speech introduces the metaphor of the ‘police siren’. Pinter here mixes her 
words from various incompatible registers, linking them together, while he joins the 
serious and the casual remarks and changes the subject in the same breath, which 
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marks a lot of mental chaos and panic: ‘it hit me so hard’, ‘ the sound of siren fading 
away in my ears’, ‘becoming louder for somebody else’, ‘it makes me feel insecure’, 
‘I hate somebody else possessing it’, ‘ I want it to be mine’, ‘ It’s such a beautiful 
sound’.(408)  On the contrary, in Devlin’s  speech, Pinter develops the metaphor into 
a rhythmical synthesis, by constructing a similar sentence structure and by using 
repetitive words that produces a kind of soothing lullaby effect: “ Sure. They are very 
busy people, the police. There is so much for them to do. They’ve got so much to take 
care of, to keep their eye on. They keep getting signals mostly in codes.... You’ll 
never be lonely again. You’ll never be without a police siren. I promise you.” 
(409)What is significant here is Devlin’s insincerity while soothing Rebecca, because 
he interprets the message of the metaphor first and utters the metaphor afterwards. 
Also, the consonant rhyming of ‘again’ with ‘siren’ tends to make light of what is a 
seriously disturbing issue for Rebecca. This makes his prosaic speech run into 
anticlimactic bathos. This seems to be Pinter’s method of sketching out Devlin’s 
tragedy, which lies in his inability to understand Rebecca’s imaginative preoccupation 
with the scenes of horror, and her effort/desire to make him a part of her experience. 
       Perhaps it is Devlin’s own insecurity that is responsible for such callous 
disregard, because in the very next instant, he returns to the topic of Rebecca’s lover 
using phatic language, which is an obvious cover up for his own insecurity: 
Listen, this chap you were talking about... I mean this chap you and I have 
been talking about... in a manner of speaking... when exactly did you meet 
him? I mean when did all this happen exactly? I haven’t... how can I put this... 
quite got it into focus. Was it before you knew me or after you knew me? 
That’s a question of some importance. I’m sure you’ll appreciate that... (409) 
       In an anxious effort to sound casual we see that Devlin overuses colloquialism 
which creates a hyper-realistic comic effect. Also, in his need to control his feelings, 
he obviously fails—a fact that becomes obvious with his over rephrasing. On the 
other hand, Rebecca in her own subtle disappointment at having failed to arouse his 
interest in her horrors, cross cuts him with yet another try, by introducing a new 
metaphor, once again with her incidental ‘by the way’. Seeing Devlin’s interest 
instantly piqued, she excitedly and hurriedly (therefore tautologically) tries to create a 
metaphor:  
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REBECCA: It was when I was writing a note, a few notes for the laundry. 
Well to put it bluntly, a laundry list. Well, I put my pen on that little coffee 
table and it rolled off.: 
DEVLIN: No? 
REBECCA: It rolled right off, onto the carpet. In front of my eyes. 
DEVLIN: Good God.  
REBECCA: This pen, this perfectly innocent pen.  (410) 
       Rebecca’s speech that begins with high style (when I was writing a few notes...) 
is conclusively structured with the use of low style in the next line. (to put it 
bluntly...the laundry list) This is a bathetic oxymoron. The very subject of laundry is 
hardly suitable for high style speech, which perhaps marks a failure on her part to 
create a striking image at this point. Also, unlike Devlin’s concessions, the poetic 
internal rhythm created by the pauses signalled by the ellipses and the alliteration 
(...bluntly...a laundry list) seems quite deliberate and artificial. Yet there are some 
structures which are marked and therefore stand out from the rest of the speech, and 
become a metaphor emphasizing the line of association on a given theme. Rebecca 
calls the pen that wrote the laundry list and rolled off from the table, a ‘perfectly 
innocent pen’ comically using pathetic fallacy, thus emphasizing an apparently 
superfluous detail. This is immediately picked up by Devlin and further used in his 
cuttingly quick style in non-grammatical staccato and punctuated clauses and phrases. 
       The image of Rebecca writing a laundry list has strong association with the 
World War II and the holocaust, which obviously influenced Pinter’s mind. The 
laundry list is another obvious free association with bureaucratically controlled 
genocide, which involved registering the names of the Jews who were, 
euphemistically, ‘sent to the showers’ or the laundrettes which actually had been 
converted to gas chambers that sent out lethal gas from their pipelines. A laundry list 
is also an ominous pointer at a ‘bundle’ that is to be sent away, which resurfaces as a 
holocaust image of a mother handing over a bundle containing her baby to the guide  
at the railway station, towards the end of the play. Therefore with the image of 
Rebecca writing a laundry list, Pinter is possibly suggesting her active involvement 
with the organized process of genocide, and highlighting her guilt which later 
becomes the guilt of mankind in general. 
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       An out of the box inter-textual deliberation would reveal a biblical exegesis here 
drawing a parallel with Eve’s involvement in the expulsion of mankind from the 
Garden of Eden; and also biblical Rebecca’s role in the expulsion of her own son 
Jacob from their home. The loss of the Garden of Eden is implied by the stage 
metaphor of the garden visible outside the room’s window that fades away slowly to 
become elusive and invisible. 
       The pen which is also a metonym for organized controlled and institutionalized 
process of registering atrocities is defended by Rebecca, as ‘innocent’ under the 
hegemonic influence of her lover/guide/Fuhrer, just like she defends his cruelty 
towards her as his ‘adoration’.  
       Devlin falling in line with her further transmogrifies the ‘innocent pen’ into a 
‘guilty’ one: 
DEVLIN: You can’t know if it was innocent. 
REBECCA: Why not 
DEVLIN: Because you don’t know where it has been. You don’t know how 
many other hands have held it, how many other hands have written with it. 
You know nothing of its history. You know nothing of its parent’s history. 
(410) 
       Devlin’s argument about the falling pen’s equivocal innocence rests on Pinter’s 
evocation to the topic of losing memory, although on a larger historical scale here. 
The pen, that has been used since time immemorial, may have fallen in the hands of a 
variety of people in the past, of which there is no way of knowing how they handled it 
or what all they wrote with it ( truth or falsehood?). In courts of law, pen is a 
significant instrument which is used to sign a death sentence and therefore possesses 
ominous connotations. During the holocaust, the pen was used as an instrument for 
registering the names of the people who were to be sent for extermination. When 
Devlin says that one cannot tell the pen’s parents’ history, he expresses doubts about 
the role played by all the pens used in the past. Thus with the mention of the pen’s 
parent’s history, Pinter expresses concerns regarding not just the ‘personal guilt’, but 
also a collective responsibility of several people and the memory. 
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       As the truth about this collective responsibility begins to dawn upon Rebecca 
later in the play she declares about our collective responsibility in wars and human 
rights violation through an extended metaphor or a metaphysical conceit: 
[T]here is a condition known as mental elephantiasis [which] means that when 
you spill an ounce of gravy, for example, it immediately expands and becomes 
a sea of gravy which surrounds you on all sides and you suffocate in a 
voluminous sea of gravy. It is terrible. But it’s your own fault. You brought it 
upon yourself. You are not the victim of it, you are the cause of it. Because it 
was you who spilt the gravy in the first place, it was you who handed over the 
bundle. (417) 
       Clearly Rebecca sees herself, as she sees others too, as the ones responsible for 
the holocaust and the similar events of atrocities that have happened or continue to 
happen. Such events as wars and plundering and human rights violations have echoed 
throughout the history of mankind since no concrete step or action in responsibility 
was ever taken to discourage or stop them for good. 
       Ashes to Ashes is a play in which Pinter wrote the twentieth century historical 
drama mingling it with analytical form. It is therefore, a crucial deviation from his 
former plays. The analytical form of drama, by definition, involves a situation where 
the action has just taken place prior to the play, and by means of internal 
communication system, unravels the situation to the audience through carefully 
planned structural devices. In a history play, the treatment of the content takes 
precedence over formal aspects. On the analytical level, the play seeks to understand 
the implications of a decision taken in the past by the main protagonist Rebecca: 
taking a lover who represents brute force, and surrendering to his hegemonic 
persuasion that he is ‘compassionate’ and ‘adoring’. Also she participates in the 
perpetuation of atrocities, both in helping to keep a register of killings, and in handing 
over the bundle containing her baby girl to her lover/ guide/ Fuhrer. This is Rebecca’s 
skeleton in her closet that comes out into the open with much difficulty. Yet 
ultimately it does so, slowly and painfully, as she confronts her past with a different 
view, which enables a revision, and makes her discover her mistake or sin of aiding in 
the abetment of war crimes. This confrontation makes her guilty and responsible for 
having acted unconsciously in the past, and realize how, by having chosen another 
course of action, she may have altered the course of events too. 
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       There may be yet another angle to the metaphor of pen ‘rolling on the floor’, that 
would represent Rebecca herself as involved intimately with brute force. The image 
has sexual connotation. Rebecca first sees the pen (herself) as ‘perfectly innocent’, but 
her conviction is not without some undercurrent of doubt, since no sooner does she 
utter this, she asks Devlin:  ‘You think it was guilty?’ (411)  
       Pinter makes her arrive at this question, not before he has made her relate to 
Devlin for a while, in her whimsical, teasing style, much to Devlin’s chagrin. 
Therefore as they discuss the innocence of the pen, Devlin reproaches Rebecca for 
using startlingly unsettling images in order to vex him. These include lovers, babies, 
mothers, platforms and atrocities:  
Devlin: You can’t sit there and say things like that.  
Rebecca: I can sit here.” (411).  
       Rebecca’s deliberately misplaced sense inverts Devlin’s idiomatic utterance to its 
literal meaning, which produces a comic effect. Her monosyllabic words ‘I can sit 
here’ throw a firm challenge at Devlin to dare control her stubbornness. Devlin’s 
effort to correct the semantic sense of the idiom by its repetition is once more 
deadpanned: “You don’t think I’m entitled to sit in this chair, in the place where I 
live?”(411) Devlin tries to settle it with farfetched superfluous association telling her 
that she is not supposed to sit in that chair or any other chair and utter such things. 
Clearly, Devlin seeks to exercise control over and define Rebecca’s language. 
Rebecca’s de-familiarizing focus on the language itself is met by Devlin’s criticism, 
for her not allowing an idiomatic or metaphoric level of understanding. The exchange 
here seems to be suggestive of Pinter’s own satiric parody on legal discourse and 
scientifically exact definition. 
     Devlin’s realization that he may be losing control by allowing himself to be drawn 
into Rebecca’s story of the pen makes him remark suddenly: “I’m letting you off the 
hook... I’m letting you slip. Or perhaps it’s me who is slipping, it’s dangerous. Do you 
notice? I’m in a quicksand.” (412). Responding to this speech Rebecca taunts him: 
“Like God?”  Devlin immediately reacts to her incredulously absurd link and he 
bursts into a long drawn extended speech with an equally exaggerated association: 
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DEVLIN: God? God? You think God is sinking into the quicksand? That’s 
what I would call a truly disgusting perception. Be careful of how you talk 
about God. He’s the only God we have. If you let him go he won’t come back. 
He won’t even look back over his shoulder. And then what will you do? You 
know what it’ll be like, such a vacuum? It’ll be like England playing Brazil at 
Wembley and not a soul in the stadium. Can you imagine? Playing both halves 
to a totally empty house.The game of the century. Absolute silence. Not a soul 
watching. Absolute silence.Apart from the referee’s whistle and a fair bit of 
fucking and blinding. If you turn away from God it means that the great and 
noble game of soccer will fall into permanent oblivion. No score for extra time 
after extra time after extra time, no score for time everlasting, for time without 
end. Absence. Stalemate. Paralysis. A world without a winner. 
Pause 
I hope you get the picture. 
Pause (412-413) 
       Devlin’s grotesque synthesis of the idea of God and the soccer stadium makes the 
speech exceedingly comic. Yet here we have Pinter juggling words to create rhythmic 
and a striking metaphysical conceit. This makes the speech highly poetical. Pinter’s 
technique of mixing long and short clauses and single words that are punctuated like 
sentences is fascinating and creates a colloquial rhythm. Devlin’s concern here is the 
existentialist fear of a Godless universe, which would be like a world without a 
witness to human life, and therefore a world/ Life rendered motiveless or without any 
purpose: an existentialist zilch. We may also view Devlin’s speech as Pinter’s satirical 
angst against the US political agenda, in a literary guise. Linking soccer and God can 
also be seen in Pinter’s famous poem “American Football” a satire on USA’s role 
during the Gulf War, depicting it almost as an act of pornography.3 
       Critics have noted, that Devlin’s speech also reflects intertextuality with a play of 
the seventeenth century by Thomas Middleton Women Beware Women, which 
describes a woman playing chess as her daughter-in-law is raped elsewhere. The 
atrocious act is described in the play in terms of the game she plays. Devlin describes 
3 Hallelujah! / It works. / We blew the shit out of them. / We blew the shit right back up their own ass / 
And out of their fucking ears. / It works. / We blew the shit out of them. / They suffocated in their own 
shit! / Hallelujah. / Praise the Lord for all good things. / We blew them into fucking shit. / They are 
eating it. / Praise the Lord for all good things. / We blew their balls into shards of dust, / Into shards of 
fucking dust. / We did it. / Now I want you to come over here and kiss me on the mouth. (1991) 
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a world without God in terms of a game of soccer. In course of the conversation later 
in this section Devlin again views life in terms of a game, with winners and losers 
where: “[you have to let] thoughts, ideas and reflections take their course. Which 
means you never let the best man win [....] Fuck the best man, that’s always been my 
motto. It’s the man who ducks his head and moves through no matter what the wind 
or weather who gets there in the end. The man with guts and application “(415) 
Obviously Devlin plays out his life with moves similar to a soccer game. 
         Refusing to be pulled down again by Rebecca’s deliberate digressions, Devlin 
again rephrases his question: “What authority do you think you yourself possess 
which would give you the right to discuss such an atrocity?” The question pulls 
Rebecca back into real time and space and she admits that she has witnessed no such 
authority, and that nothing has ever happened to her or her friends, which is a hint that 
her story is quirkily unconventionally allegorical that is without any literary guise. 
This presents Rebecca in a new light: as a metonymy of empathy incarnate, with her 
stories and images serving as warnings for the collective consciousness of the entire 
mankind. 
       Rebecca’s square denial of having ever suffered, makes Devlin edge slowly into 
her camp, as a person to whom nothing ever happened either. He presents himself as a 
harmless academician who is not bothered by “humorous realities” of life as his mind 
always remains on the mundane plane, unlike Rebecca’s lover who tried to “Do her to 
death.”.” To Devlin’s query, whether she can follow the drift of his argument, 
Rebecca replies in the affirmative. Yet there is a sudden paradigmatic shift in the 
subject in the same sentence with telling something that she had ‘forgotten to tell’ 
him. But this is not before she has ousted him once again from her camp firmly: “I 
looked out of the garden window, out of the window into the garden, in the middle of 
summer, in that house in Dorset, do you remember? Oh no, you weren’t there....I was 
all by myself. I was alone.”(416)  
       Here we see that Pinter makes Rebecca’s speech more lingering with rhetorical 
chiastic structuring of the clauses (‘I looked out of the garden window, out of the 
window into the garden’). He thus balances the text before he makes her launch 
herself into another image creation, with the same sense of a solemn ritual, as has 
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been her style throughout the play. Pinter creates Rebecca’s speech beginning in 
almost equally measured rhythmical sentences lengthwise. Most of the sentences in 
the speech end with similar sounding phrases, or same words that create a solemn 
ritualistic chanting effect: “I was looking out of window and I saw a whole crowd of 
people walking through the woods, on their way to the sea, in the direction of the 
sea.”, “down to the sea”, “down to the beach”, “across the beach”, “I saw all these 
people walk into the sea” (416) This story is an extension of the previous description 
of her lover, whose followers, she said, would follow him over the cliff into the sea, 
for his asking them. Rebecca’s image of people being ushered into the sea has a frame 
of reference provided by the echoing and re-echoing intertextuality. As Penelope 
Prentice observes, “[L]ike lemmings, the Pied Piper’s children or those led to the gas 
chambers, [Rebecca] signals a topic swing back to atrocity.” (376, The Pinter Ethics).  
       The intertexual connection of the image also goes back to exegeses from the Old 
Testament of the Exodus—the Hebrew slaves being led by Moses across through the 
Red Sea, away from the Pharaohs towards Israel for their salvation. Another 
interpretative framework is provided by the similarity in the structuring of the play, to 
T S Eliot’s The Wasteland wherein Rebecca’s image reminds one of Eliot’s image of 
“hooded hordes swarming over endless plains”(77, Collected Poems 1909-1962) and 
also the image of Christ Ghost walking besides men leading them towards chapel and 
water). Clearly both Eliot and Pinter parody images of ‘following in Faith’ for 
Salvation, the ironic difference being, that in the modern war- ravaged World the 
images represent a hegemonic following in ‘faith’ to be drowned. The satiric 
reference is wrought from the ‘war- torn’ images from the twentieth century (of the 
Kurds, and the more close by historical partition between India and Pakistan/ 
Bangladesh and the images of the Hindu- Muslim exodus from one country to 
another) as well considering Syria, Israel, Palestine and the ISIS insurgency in Iraq 
are a re-echoing archetypes of the Exodus, but as mutable forms are modified, to 
create a new meaning more suited to the authors’ context and time.  
       In his Nobel Lecture, “Art, Truth and Politics”, Pinter describes Ashes to Ashes as 
a play:  
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... [T]aking place under water. A drowning woman her hand reaching for 
others, but finding nobody there, either above or under the water, finding only 
shadows and reflections, floating, the woman a lost figure in a drowning 
landscape, a woman unable to escape the doom that seemedto belong to 
others. But they died, she must die too. (Web) 
       The shadows and reflections are surely from the past, since a time immemorial, 
since mankind has been suffering from (to use Beckett’s terms) ‘apathia’, ‘athambia’ 
and ‘aphasia’( meaning, lack of feeling, insensitivity to suffering and loss of speech, 
respectively) as no one reaches out to help those that suffer devastations caused by 
state repression. Dominance and subjugation have been as old as life itself and have 
assumed humongous proportion leading to power hunger that nearly annihilated 
human races and peoples more than once. Such Power games may lead to apocalypse 
or even extinction of mankind, if we are not responsibly awakened in time. 
       Pinter calls the play as taking place under water. No doubt the images of 
suffocation are dominantly present and well distributed throughout the play; throttling 
by a lover, death by drowning, being sent to the laundry or the gassing concentration 
camps during the holocaust. Also, when Rebecca explains the general situation 
through the extended metaphor of a condition that entails an overblown image of spilt 
gravy, she calls it mental elephantiasis, that expands and becomes a vast sea of gravy 
which surrounds one on all the sides and where one “suffocates in the voluminous sea 
of gravy.” (417, Plays 4)   
       Pinter also associates with the play the plight of ‘a woman unable to escape the 
doom that seemed to belong to others’. No matter who suffer the war crimes or state 
crimes, it is the women who get affected the most, directly or indirectly. The most 
potent image which has archetypal bearing is one of losing their children to senseless 
wars. The image of a child being snatched from a mother has been ever present: the 
Old Testament has reference to children born on a particular day (after it was forecast 
by the Pharaoh’s court astrologers, that one of them would be the liberator of the 
Hebrew slaves), being snatched from both the Egyptian and the Hebrew mothers to be 
killed by the Pharaoh’s men. Also Indian mythological reference to the birth of Lord 
Krishna, when seven of his new born siblings were snatched from Devki, his 
biological mother’s, arms to be killed by her brother Kansa, who feared death at 
Krishna’s hands, as had been forecast by a ‘voice from the heaven’. Then more 
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recently, images of children being torn from their mothers during the holocaust were 
common phenomena. 
       With vital links running through various images or metaphors in Ashes to Ashes, 
the gravy mess signifies Pinter’s outcry at the world, invoking an awareness regarding 
the cause and effect of our actions as well as inactions. Eliot propagated religion as 
being the key to the world peace. For Pinter, the solution for peace lies in global 
awareness, taking responsibility, and thereby collective action against war and state 
repression. 
       Rebecca’s research into the past through her creation of archetypal images is an 
exercise in discovering historical fault lines of the missed potential opportunities that 
may have been put to use to evade war crimes. The exercise is aided and abetted by 
none other than Devlin, with whom Pinter rests the task of delving into Rebecca’s 
private life, and bringing to surface her fractured and apparently disjointed memories. 
This awakens Rebecca to her moral and ethical responsibilities. 
       Devlin tries to divert Rebecca’s attention by calling her sweetheart and asking her 
to go with him for a long drive and to a movie. His attempt fails with the word 
‘sweetheart’ triggering another memory for Rebecca: of having woken up from a 
dream, with a voice calling her sweetheart, and in which, she walked out in the frozen 
city’s blood tainted snow until she reached the railways station and saw her lover 
“tear[ing] all the babies from the arms of their screaming mothers.” (419)  
       Refusing to give up, in the face of such a brutal image, Devlin attempts yet 
another flip, by asking Rebecca about whether she had gone to see her sister Kim. Yet 
from under the veneer of this different subject emerges a similar topic of mother, 
children and infidelity. The subject about Kim’s husband infidelity towards Kim, their 
separation, and her refusal to take him back provides the two, a platform to project 
their own discord in marriage. To Devlin’s question about whether Kim’s husband 
misses her and the kids, Rebecca replies tangentially saying that Kim’s husband was 
never serious about the other woman, he was only interested in sex and that Kim 
would never have him back. To Devlin’s question ‘why not’ Rebecca side- steps him 
and comes back to answering his first question, saying “Of course I saw Kim and 
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kids. I had tea with them. Why did you ask?” (422) Rebecca’s refusal to answer 
Devlin creates a gap, exposing once again the unanswered questions about her lover. 
       Picking up the word ‘movie’ from Devlin’s invitation earlier, Rebecca subtly 
refuses his invitation saying that she had already been to a cinema after visiting Kim, 
where she watched  a light comedy about a woman who had to learn how to live in a 
desert. But the apparent comic lightness of the given difficult task (which parallels 
Rebecca’s learning to live in a concentration camp) is soon replaced by the presence 
of a man among the audience who sat straight faced and who had a body like one with 
rigor mortis. Rebecca’s fear made her flee away from him. The man’s corpse may 
also be a manifestation of the end of the relationship between Rebecca and Devlin; 
something that she has already been trying to tell him through Kim’s story (“She’ll 
never have him back... she says she’ll never share the bed with him again. Never 
ever.” (422) 
       Not willing to give up yet, Devlin begins counting their small mercies and tries 
imposing his wish on her, in a last ditch hope to give their marriage another chance: 
Now look here, let’s start again. We live here. You don’t live...in Dorset... or 
anywhere else. You live here with me. This is our house. You have a very nice 
sister [...] She has two lovely kids. You’re their aunt. You like that. (424, 
emphasis mine) 
       In his desperation he tries to bring the ‘garden beyond’ the window from the first 
scene to the fore, calling it ‘your garden’ and he also refers to her ‘green fingers’ 
suggesting perhaps she can still bear fruit ( child?), before he lays it bare on the table 
saying ‘let’s start again’. Rebecca cuts him short with an equally flat refusal: “I don’t 
think we can start again [...] we can’t start again, we can end again. [...] And we can 
end again. And again and again. /Silence” (425). After the silence that registers an end 
of this exchange, Rebecca starts singing a dirge, probably to mark the death of their 
relationship: 
REBECCA: (singing softly) ‘Ashes to ashes’-- 
DEVLIN: ‘And dust to dust’-- 
REBECCA: ‘If women don’t get you’-- 
DEVLIN: ‘The liquor must.’ (425) 
248 
 
       A kind of clinching a compromise is reached here between the two, by settling a 
terminal deal. This is done in Pinter transforming the final death incantation, that is 
usually recited during the sepulchre of the deceased (“The Burial of the Dead”, from 
the Anglican Book of Common Prayer), to a musical ditty, which the duo sings 
together. The thus permutated song version indicates an improved communication 
between the two, where they both contribute in presenting a shared message. The 
rhythm of the song, which is in contrast with the rhythm of speech, is significant in 
revealing how, while the speech create conflicting dramatic situation, music fails to 
do so, On the contrary it offers relief from tension. With the use of the title line 
‘Ashes to Ashes’ soon after Rebecca mentions the ever echoing ‘ending’ as happening 
‘again and again and again brings to the fore, the ever repeating process of atrocities 
and death. A burlesque on the Anglican burial prayer sentence, the song brings in an 
association with Death. But the threat evident in the third line sung by Rebecca (‘if 
women don’t get you’) permeates the whole text. The battle of sexes gets highlighted 
again with Rebecca’s hint about women being a threat to men and Devlin’s reply 
about men giving in to liquor rather than to women. The fusion of the death citation 
with the apparently complementarily alive ditty, that improved communication, leads 
to another gross misinterpretation: “DEVLIN: I always knew you loved me [...] 
because we like the same tunes.”(426). This leads, paradoxically, to a bathetic failure 
of communication once again in the very next step.  
       Rebecca’s memories are obviously constructs of her imagination coupled with 
her former experiences, which Devlin interprets literally as real. This makes him 
express his anger with her, as he reprimands her for not telling him about her lover 
before. He feels that, as her husband, he has a right to be angry with her. But Rebecca 
is past over her dwelling on Devlin’s speech, which is met with her silence. She then 
moves on to another disconnecting final memory with: “Oh by the way, there is 
something I meant to tell you.”(426) Her memory is once again window framed as 
she remembers a man and a little boy dragging suitcases in the snow in the street. 
They are followed at a distance, by a woman carrying a baby in her arms. Telescoping 
upon the woman, Rebecca muses about her maternal moments in lyrical terms. As the 
woman listens to the baby’s breathing and heartbeat, Rebecca’s voice merges with the 
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woman’s until they become identified as one. As the woman (‘She’) becomes 
Rebecca (‘I’) the baby’s gender simultaneously gets defined as ‘She’: 
She listened to the baby’s heart beat. The baby’s heart was beating. 
The light in the room has darkened. The lamps are very bright 
REBECCA sits very still. 
The baby was breathing. 
Pause 
I held her to me. She was breathing. Her heart was beating. (427-428) 
       We witness Rebecca entering an empathizing mode here. As a responsible 
citizen, we see her partake her role in the guilt attributed to the mother, who is about 
to give up the bundle with the crying baby, to the guide, for ‘silencing’/ killing.  
       Listening to the heartbeat (the source of life) just before impending death is 
Pinter’s method of intense dramatizing, the desperate clinging to life, as the terror and 
panic grips before death closes in. The heart beat stops and we are engulfed by 
darkness. The scene reminds us of Jimmy’s final stream-of-consciousness soliloquy 
from Pinter’s Party Time: 
Sometimes I hear things. Then everything is quiet. When everything is quiet I 
hear my heart/ when the terrible noises come I don’t hear anything. Don’t 
hear, don’t breathe, am blind. Then everything is quiet and I hear the 
heartbeat. It is probably someone else’s heartbeat..../ Sometimes a door bangs. 
I hear voices and then it stops. Everything stops. It all stops, closes down. It 
shuts, it all shuts, it shuts down. I see nothing at anytime anymore. I sit 
sucking the darkness. (313-314, Plays 4) 
       In both the cases, the heart beat spells a true connection between people in a 
world, where noises of discourse constitute apparent reality, and where words are 
used as tools of oppression, a disease that infects the global atmosphere. The power of 
victims is therefore the power of their imagining. The technical devices that Pinter 
uses to express this is Jimmy’s interior monologue in Party Time, the voice-overs that 
hang in the air as the characters stare in silence at each other in The Mountain 
Language, or the Echo that follows Rebecca’s voice as she begins her last monologue 
after moments of stillness. Like a lotus flower pushing through the dirt, Rebecca 
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transcends and rises above the muck, and the Echo symbolizes the various voices that 
mark a collective consciousness of a shared subjectivity of the victims of similar 
circumstances. This shared responsibility, according to Pinter, is the necessary 
condition for the emergence of a transformative agency that can foster positive 
change. 
       At this juncture of the play, two parallel changes occur. As Rebecca permeates 
her memory land and assumes the role of the woman carrying the baby, the baby that 
becomes a ‘she’, Devlin assumes the identity of Rebecca’s lover and emerges out 
from the imaginary- descriptive- image, to become a corporeal and palpable figure-
image. He starts enacting on the stage the scene of Rebecca’s sadomasochist erotic 
description, commanding her to kiss his fist/palm, which she doesn’t. This is Pinter’s 
technique of making a double enactment happen in a single scene. We can see that as 
the presence of the brute lover/force intensifies to becoming real, simultaneously as 
Rebecca falls deeper into her own memory image. With a brilliant economy, Pinter 
concretizes on the stage, Rebecca’s emergence from her hegemonic trance as she falls 
into her memory. She ignores Devlin’s/ lover’s moves as her guilt take precedence 
over the lover’s hypnotic bind. Bypassing Devlin’s mime, Rebecca delves deeper into 
her own guilt of handing over her crying baby to the guide/ lover, on the railway 
platform as she is ushered on to the train; and later denying of having had any baby 
when a woman questions her about the baby’s whereabouts. This makes her guilty of 
not just participating in the atrocity of having her baby sent to the crematorium, but of 
also covering up her lover’s act. Thus Rebecca’s fall into the hypnotic memory trance 
paradoxically awakens her. Her unresponsiveness to Devlin’s enactment and 
commands reveals her as becoming aware of her negative hegemonic involvement in 
the atrocity all along. Her moral and ethical awakening brings her to her final 
confession, which is echoed on the stage. 
       Pinter works his way through the play using the ‘distortion-of- reality- through- 
language’ motif, and also the malleable past. But he does not let reality diminish to 
the vanishing point. Rather he makes his protagonist emerge from the muck gradually, 
to face her reality of having been involved in crimes of repression and torture. This is 
made possible after making her dive into the cesspool of history several times. It is 
only after this, that she finds herself in a position to articulate a shared sense of 
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subjectivity for the sufferings of mankind, and offers a picture of history as 
undeniable repercussion of human agency. 
       Pinter yet, brings Rebecca across only as a ‘potential’ altering agent of history. 
He does not allow her to assume the role completely, since he does not overlook the 
human tendency of forgetting (for Pinter, memory has always been unreliable) and 
relinquishing responsibility, as has been proven by the archetypal denial of the reality 
of human inflicted suffering, leading to their dismissal. Therefore Rebecca’s denial of 
ever having a baby, when she is questioned about its whereabouts, significantly her 
last saying “I don’t know of any baby” remains un- echoed as the play ends on Long 
Silence. This spells a questionable note on how long can a human being withstand 
resistance to brute force. The long silence is therefore Pinter’s warning that sketches 
out a lifeless world, a wasteland after the ever impending doom, when human race 
would be annihilated as a result of such reversals. Therefore it is Pinter’s appeal to 
mankind to stick to speaking the truth which may enable mankind to take further step 
for resistance against repressive forces, wars, and double-speak politics. Truth has to 
be faced, no matter how horrible it may be. As Pinter wrote in his “Eroding the 
Language of Freedom” published in Sanity in March 1989: 
The laws are brutal and cynical. None of them has to do with democratic 
aspirations [but with] intensification and consolidation of state power. Unless 
we face that reality fairly and squarely, this free country is in grave danger of 
being strangled to death. (203, Various Voices) 
And then again in “It Never Happened” published in Guardian, 4 December, 1996 
Pinter argued:  
The general thrust these days is: ‘Oh come on, it is all in the past, nobody‘s 
interested anymore.... Sure, as they say, sure. But let me put it this way—the 
dead are still looking at us steadily, waiting for us to acknowledge our part in 
their murder. (234, Various Voices) 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 
CONCLUSION 
        To rethink some of the general aspects of Pinter’s dramatic technique tenuously 
described as his creation of postmodern work as discussed in the foregoing chapters, 
what one would do in this conclusion, is not just a brief recapitulation, but also a 
continued research into how the playwright drove what Shakespeare termed  
‘powerful engine for the improvement of mankind’, namely Theatre. 
        Construction of meaning in theatre requires multiple levels of involvement, 
which gives its production a collective nature. The building up concerns a variety of 
aspects which include a density of signs and modes and codes, which work 
simultaneously in tandem to form a communication system in a dramatic form. A 
theatrical production constitutes an active engagement on the part of the audience/ 
reader for its effective comprehension. Moreover, as far as dramatic genre is 
concerned, it becomes necessary for the spectators to rely on specific literary 
traditions, to orient themselves to a reception which a particular author intends. These 
could be in forms of realistic naturalistic, analytical, and historical or absurdist plays 
which relate closely to sets of technique adopted by dramatists to express their 
thematic content. Yet these forms are not static categories, but are flexibly mutable 
and are constantly modified to explore new meanings in dramatic compositions. 
        Ever since Pinter began his career as a playwright, he constantly renewed the 
form as a method of crafting ways to perceive the world that encompasses us. He 
based his content and form in what he called the ‘principle of un-verifiability’ which 
is the essence of Michael Lyotard’s Postmodern Condition. Therefore, in writing his 
plays, Pinter adopted a technique that conformed to an abeyance of totalizing 
experiences. Just like in the postmodern condition, he felt firmly that human life, in 
any of its situation/s (which was the subject of his drama), does not elucidates or 
clarifies itself and is more presentational than representational. To posit these 
bestowal situations, Pinter ingeniously adopted hyper naturalistic form of locution 
which became a vehicle for carrying the amorphous ambiguity of unverifiable reality. 
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Such a kind of local ordering of  mannerist idiom (that undermined characters and 
vertical ordering), apparently served to make his plays seem superficial and flat in the 
beginning that led to much vilification by the critics, of this new form of writing.  
        Pinter’s innovation lies in his technically crafting a kind of dialogue to effect 
what has been termed as “a reconstitution of a new (seemingly oxymoronic) 
horizontal depth” In his Postmodern Condition and Postmodern Explained Francois 
Lyotard undermines the very existence of meta-narratives (which seek to establish 
transcendent universal truth and absolutes and methods of legitimating) in favour of 
Paralogy or mapping through what Ludwig Wittgenstein called ‘language-games’.1 
These go on to make simple language speaking a part of a local activity, or have a life 
of its own. Culturally parallel and local small narratives which involve language-
games of science, historical human conflicts, human qualities, pop culture or even the 
language of silence club together as discourse of human emancipation, which 
forwards an overall justification or legitimating of chaotic supposition. In this sense, 
postmodern thought is based (ironically) on a conception, which is radically self 
critical to the very effort to capture adequately the truth of things in language. This 
very irony, leads to a continual explosion of resolution, the undermining of always 
promised but never achieved closure.This is so in Pinter’s drama too. 
        Pinter’s innovation involves in the technique of crafting, such kinds of language- 
games for his dramatic texts, where we witness communication unfold as songs, or a 
dance or a word-battlefield, or as various patterns of social interactions. These are 
seen as constantly churning in the process of permutation and putting, both the 
characters and audience, in changing positions and roles; of what is termed as 
‘nomadic subjectivity’ of mankind in the postmodern era. The speech that Pinter’s 
characters use, are language games in a sense that go beyond the classic Wittgenstein 
patterns of jargon making. These language games are strategic manoeuvres of 
invasion/evasion, inventions/disjunctions and pauses and silences that are ever a part 
of modern life. 
1Wittengenstein employed the term ‘language-game’ for simpler forms of language than the entirety of 
language itself, “consisting of language and actions into which it is woven” and connected by family 
resemblance—Wikipedia  
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        Lyotard’s postmodern perspective sees social bond as itself being a language- 
game, in which every person, like a rhizoid, is located at a nodal points on a 
communication circuit, intercepting and resending messages through the entire 
system, which affects all those who are involved in the language- game. This leads to 
moves causing displacement, which in turn cause countermoves. This process 
enriches the system with innovative creations and novelty. This very method of 
positioning, permutation and repositioning is found in the minimal ethos of Pinter 
world, the technique of which is both methodically practiced and discussed by the 
playwright in Old Times.  
        Pinter’s language-game crafting is again one which lays stress on the 
performative function of speech acts and a linearity (or even multi-linearity) that 
resists totalizing explanations which might legitimate any form of knowledge. This 
technique is explained subtly by the dramatist himself, in The Homecoming, in Ruth’s 
example of all social and personal phenomena (visible or concealed) as ‘moving’ and 
not static like the philosophy of being and non being:  
Look at me. I ... move my leg. That’s all it is. But I wear ... underwear ... 
which moves with me... it ... captures your attention. Perhaps you misinterpret. 
The action is simple. It’s a leg moving. My lips move. Why don’t you restrict 
... your observation to that? Perhaps the fact that they move is more significant 
... than the words which come through them. You must bear that ... possibility 
... in mind. (68-69 Harold Pinter Complete Works: 3) 
        The postmodern consensus lies in sticking to various locals, nullifying the 
authority of what the meta-narratives or (to use Jacques Derrida’s term), the 
‘Transcendental Signifieds’. The conditions of truth are immanent only in the 
observable present and this primacy of local knowledge in the postmodern condition 
devalues all ideological and theoretical models. This makes one realize that studying 
Pinter’s dramaturgy as that of a postmodern author, under any ideological model, 
could inherently cause fundamental disfigurement of his plays. His technique has to 
be explored by constantly building tentative theories of understanding, which would 
get revised with the plays’ action and movement. Any mono-perceptive approach can 
only partially illuminate an author who adopts parataxis of multidimensional linearity, 
for the bricolages that his plays are. For a playwright who adopts such disparate, 
assorted and dynamic means to craft his plays, exclusive reading methods would be 
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limiting and can cause unforeseen distortions. Pinter’s plays are therefore to be 
approached through pluralistic means. 
        Pinter’s language-games that form a major part of his plays in his oeuvre have 
been considered separately in their varied matrices, where events arise and develop 
differently as do movements in each matrix.  Even the recurrent imagery, events or 
pauses and silences in Pinter’s oeuvre, which has been termed as characteristically 
Pinteresque are studied in isolation within their own dramatic precincts, yet without 
totally ignoring , some major features that have been established in their 
generalisation. 
        Pinter’s major innovation stands out in that he has effectively engendered a 
synthesis of various traditional approaches, which presents a unique amalgamation of 
various dramatic techniques. This process emerges as a new mode of dramaturgy 
which involves what he calls ‘shaping’, of integrated patterns of the realistic, 
symbolic and the absurd.  
        Unlike his contemporaries, Pinter did not renounce language for its frivolity and 
for what has been termed as its ‘non-communicativeness’ by the avant garde 
absurdist. It is a well known fact that Pinter explored the dramatic possibilities of the 
idiom of the underprivileged hackney working class in most of his early plays. Yet his 
method involves a postmodern   touch of taking a dip into the gene pools of the 
conventional colloquial and speech of interdisciplinary categories of applied jargon, 
and emerging with a load of not randomly gathered, but carefully selected language 
samples, which he then arranges adroitly as parataxis through a ordering done to suit 
his purpose. This local ordering is potentially susceptible to permutation and 
rearrangement into rhetorical and syntactical repetitions, resulting into a series of 
varied combinations, for presenting situations anew in different lights. Thus Pinter is 
innovative in affecting a fusion of ‘design’ with conversational spontaneity. This is 
done most of the time, by building word patterns, either from within or along with the 
dialogue, or through a comic-parodic build-up of duologue through cross 
examination, stichomythia, catechism, liturgical practice and pastiche along with the 
energies of their rhythmic formulation. In his essay, ‘Writing for the Theatre’ Pinter 
explains this process:  
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The function of selection and arrangement is mine [...] I pay meticulous 
attention to the shape of things from the shape of a sentence to the overall 
structure of the play. This shaping, to put it mildly, is of the first importance. 
But I think a double thing happens. You arrange and you listen, following the 
clues you leave for yourself through the characters.  
The ‘butterfly effect’ of such chaotic approximations has produced significantly 
profound results. 
        Unlike the progenitors of the theatre of the absurd, Pinter’s drama does not 
discard natural settings. In fact the playwright laid extra emphasis on it, while at the 
same time retained the anonymity of the characters’ whereabouts and identity. Such 
ambiguities and disjunction is crafted mainly in Pinter’s later political plays like in 
Mountain Language, One for the Road and Ashes to Ashes. This is a brilliant move on 
the author’s part, which avoids the plays to come across as political pamphleteering. 
The a-historicizing of his political plays is a deliberate move, especially as we see in 
Mountain Language the befuddling through assignment of Anglo Saxon name to a 
local character prevents the setting to ‘belong’ to Kurdish mountain people—the play 
could be as well set in the Welsh mountains and be a statement on Irish people too—
and thus make the play resistant to a specific totalizing explanation. Such a technique 
accommodates a wider setting for his satirical socio-political statements, a fact which 
makes them a work of art rather than propaganda.  
        Pinter’s originality lies in the unprecedented vision and crafting plots that 
involve a folding in of complex experiences into extremely simplistic situations. He 
employs various methods of ‘yoking’ together the familiar (language and settings) 
with the unfamiliar ( illogical and improbable moments like an unexplained eye ache 
or blindness) With the naturalistic and symbolic axes functioning on the same plane, 
the illogical and the natural behavioural aspects are merged with unparalleled 
spontaneity and blurring of boundaries or sharp edges. The randomness of human 
experience is gathered in fragments and is placed together into forming constructed, 
deconstructed and then again reconstructed narratives. These are produced through 
the medium of language associations, by marking differences through juxtaposition as 
well as using characters as catalysts to influence and strike a change.  
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        Pinter’s plays are a drama of situations for which he designs his characters, and 
through whom he projects these circumstances and states. Therefore there are no 
central protagonists in his drama. All the characters contribute in equal measure to 
establish these human situations. This is through the contradictions and similarities of 
their dreams and hopes that imbricate each other. The points of views regarding these 
situations are shifting constantly and changing through these characters’ contingent 
relation to each other as well as those with the audience. 
        Another innovative postmodern concern that embodies Pinter’s dramaturgy is the 
nomadic subject position of some of his characters. This is visible in the way Pinter 
develops the character of Mick in The Caretaker, in which through the non- essential 
nature of his locution (Pinter assigns him various jargons speeches) the author denies 
him a social determination. The shaping and positioning of Mick’s speeches is 
through the montage technique of arrangement of varied jargon set pieces is in order 
to create desired effects, rather than focusing on the build up of any social, 
professional or cultural identity of the character. This way, Pinter brilliantly creates an 
anti-narrative using a post humanist subject. Postmodern condition, which is 
characterised by multiple subject positions that are constantly in flux, is adroitly 
posited in some of Pinter’s plays. In No Man’s Land  Spooner is presented variously 
as a ‘flexi-subject’ in various modes of struggle to win a place in local contexts, even 
if it is only  for a temporary stability or consistency of being,  in a Lyotardian sense of 
occupying various ‘nodal loci’ of the ‘communication circuit’, where he embodies 
multiple possibilities of meeting varied interpellation apparatuses. Pinter sketches 
notions of a wide variety of subject positions that he can occupy: a potential artist 
(painter), a self proclaimed poet (who could write the difficult terza rima stanza 
form), a connoisseur, a sailor during World War II, an athlete (with abs and medals), a 
student of literature, at young age, in Oxford, an editor of a literary journal, a husband 
and a father, and a pint pot attendant at Bull’s Head pub. In the play, Spooner craves 
for insertion into a legitimating position of binary relations (so characteristic of a 
consolingly ordered world), with the rich and famous Hirst. These are described as 
ones of ‘king/knight’ or ‘master/slave’. Yet no sooner than he expresses his wish, 
does Hirst aborts it with his leitmotif like refrain that runs throughout the play: “ Let 
us change the subject./ Pause / For the last time.” (149)  ultimately, ironically so; 
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(irony being another aspect of postmodern condition) Foster explains to Hirst that 
subjectivity will continue to remain forever (that is, changing in the postmodern sense 
of the term). 
        Like in a typical postmodern concern, Pinter builds up his plots as only 
‘moments’ or ‘turns’ which can be paradoxically termed as both presentational and 
deconstructive the very next moment. Meaning is provisional and is swiftly dispelled 
as slippery. We witness such fragments of ‘moments’ in the relativistic and contingent 
construction of subjectivity in Old Times which is described in the play itself as 
“susceptible to any amount of permutation” just like a piece of modular furniture is, 
and whose meaning depends upon the way a character is discursively positioned in 
space (with the discipline of time having been abandoned as memory). Pinter’s 
conscious arrangement of such turns to create rhythmic dance like tropes are 
movements that are almost Pindaric in their oxymoronic fluid form. 
        Pinter’s innovation is also evident in the manner he adopts in parataxis of inter-
textual and intra-textual references of both language and situations, by which he crafts 
through pastiche and parody, creating anew from what was always already there in 
literature. To quote one such speech of Hirst (a drunken confession of his wife’s death 
at his hand) from No Man’s Land : 
1. “I wish you’d damn well tell me what night it is, this night or the next 
or the other one.” ( reminiscent of  Macbeth’s speech  at Lady Macbeth’s 
death  ‘Tomorrow and tomorrow and tomorrow’) 
2. “Gambolling in the bushes. Young lovers. A fall of water. It was my 
dream. The lake—who was drowning in my dream?” ( Reminds of  
Hamlet’s young lover Ophelia’s death by drowning in the lake near a 
waterfall, or the drowned Phoenician sailor from Eliot) 
3. “There is a gap in me I can’t fill it. There is a flood running through 
me I can’t plug it.” ( echoes from Eliot’s ‘Hollow Men’: “ We are the 
hollow men/ We are the stuffed men” ) 
4. “She looked up I was staggered. I had never seen anything so 
beautiful. That’s all poison. We can’t be expected to live like that.” 
(similar to the punt scene from Beckett’s Krapp’s Last Tapes  and 
Othello’s admiration of Desdemona’s beauty just before killing her) 
 
       The speech is typically postmodern; what Lyotard describes as ‘smorgasbord or 
piecemeal ideas from larger original ideas which are taken and mixed together’ to create 
a hybrid from modern, which is new and postmodern. 
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        Another unique move that Pinter introduced in the technical world of 
postmodern dramaturgy concerns with ‘image building’ in a manner that renders each 
image as open to, multiple significations. These images, although represented as static 
tableaus or word sketches, are paradoxically moving processes of becoming variously 
immanent. While the visual tableaus, mainly the ones that are visible at the ends of 
the plays, like in The Caretaker, The Homecoming and Old Times, express an open-
ended non-totalizing with the denial of a singular closure; the word images that are 
created within the structures of the plays are made to resonate or echo in a dynamic 
process of change, within the power structures of the plays. Perhaps the most 
powerful images in his oeuvre are the ones that Pinter created for Ashes to Ashes, 
where through scenic memory patterns, horrifying truths about personal and desired 
experiences as well as existing global socio-political conditions are revealed. This is 
through the main image of ‘kissing the fist’ and the various archetypal and historical 
images that follow. Particularly the image of Rebecca kissing the fist of her lover, 
which comes through by an order of a male to a female counterpart, makes it a speech 
act that invites both metaphorical and metonymic interpretations. Read on the private 
level of sexual drama, the image reflects as metaphor for patriarchal domination and 
sadomasochism. Yet on the postmodern level of political power discourse, it can be 
understood as a metonymy for a language of totalitarian domination particularly the 
kind of iron fisted authoritarian control (of the US?) on the world. 
        Traces of the absurdist technique appear in Pinter’s drama, although in a 
modified sense. While with the absurd dramatists the theatrical space is significantly 
reduced by almost bare stage setting in order to impress speech and action, Pinter 
deliberately fills his stage with realistic props, in fact clutters it with common trivia at 
times. The significance of these stage props for stage crafting is more metaphorical 
and ‘moving’ rather than being traditionally symbolic and static. The props that Pinter 
uses, defy consistency in that they are diversely imbued with semantic variations, that 
make these objects ‘living’ as on a multiple levels of change or even 
transmogrification; be it a simple newspaper or a hanging bucket or a statue of 
Buddha.  
        Pinter’s use of both language and silence has been a topic that has been explored 
on all possible levels by a myriad number of critics. The playwright’s innovative 
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dramatic style which puzzled the critics initially was because of his adoption of a 
technique which proposed to alter the normative approaches towards the judgement 
of a language traditionally spoken on the stage. In an interviews and brief sketches on 
his style ( ‘Writing for Myself’ and ‘Writing for the Theatre’) Pinter draws attention 
to what critics term ‘ puzzling’ in his plays, to be viewed in another terms; that is, as 
‘ambiguous’ and ‘unverifiable’. This is because, he feels, that human life on which he 
bases his entire situational ideology, is itself the same. Without the mention of a past 
or any exact political reference, Pinter deliberately creates an ambiguity, by situating 
his characters in ‘present as a continuum’. Therefore, unlike the dramatic irony of the 
traditional drama, where the characters remained in dark about the former events that 
were explained by some means or the other to the audience, Pinter reversed the trend, 
where the ambiguity about the character’s past keeps the audience in dark. The 
audience keeps guessing about the character’s former lives that led them to their 
present situation, which is made more difficult since the author keeps befuddling all 
means of verification. Also, expressionism, which became an essential component of 
traditional drama, and where reality was always interpreted in terms of inner feelings, 
was subverted by Pinter. This is mainly so where he creates an inner vision, 
specifically in his memory plays namely Landscape, Silence and Old Times, which 
have to be examined and analysed in terms of the ‘outer’ reality of mundane life. 
        The landmark turn in perceiving Pinter’s innovative use of language was in the 
publication of Martin Esslin’s essay entitled ‘Language and Silence’, which 
transformed the very method of perception of dramatic language itself. The ultimate 
recognition of the writer’s dramatic style as original and unique came with the label 
that defined his technique as ‘Pintereque’. This label became adjectival, as a largely 
accepted substitute for the classification of the incoherent and the defamiliarized 
which became a familiar method of the playwright’s unique stylisation. Yet Pinter 
never stopped at the established dramatic construct of what became Pintereque. 
Rather, he went on to experiment, redefine and reconstruct his models of plays, and 
crafting techniques that could be easily demarcated as, as different as the phases of 
his dramatic career. Paradoxically, Pinter has been a dramatist in whose work, the 
seminal traces of his later public, political and global concerns are visible in the 
original private level of conflicts of his earlier plays, and vice versa. 
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        Pinter’s ‘new mannerism’, consists of his stylistic attributes, which became a 
new mode in the art of dramatic construction. This is not only a new dramatic 
paradigm, but it also invites the readers/audience to contribute to the meanings of the 
play, by heuristically filling the gaps in the plays. These gaps are what one of the 
characters in Pinter’s novel Dwarfs calls “ a line without speech” which is, in plain 
terms ‘pauses’ or ‘silences’. By means of these, the author invites the audience to 
write the text with him again and again, from the various matrices of their own space 
and time. Although such interpretations have an inherent danger of a contribution of 
metaphysical or psychological meaning that could be imparted to the lines of absence 
of dialogues. The irony or danger in this practice springs from the representation of 
the reader/ audience desire for a referential meaning that could provide them a 
consolation of a closure. Filling the gaps from the position of contemporary audience 
premise, provide the multiple meanings of the plays, which erupts only from the 
change in worldviews that come with changing perspectives that are both space and 
time bound. 
        Critic see Pinter’s silences as emerging from ‘intrigue’, ‘innuendo’ and 
‘subterfuge’ which carry with them the same energies they emerge from. This means 
that Pinter’s silences have multiple sources and therefore equally varied affects too, a 
fact which gives them a menacing connotation. Contrary to Beckett’s silences which 
engender challenges and struggles of the characters’ need to speak or express 
themselves, Pinter’s silences denote a flint of withholding of information and 
identities that lie deeply submerged. This withholding causes a sudden disjunction 
that has a startling effect and by which the reader/ audience is teased to work in depth 
with the subtext.  
        What is noteworthy is Pinter’s strategic positioning or arrangement of silences 
and pauses within his play texts. It is a contingent deployment that varies from play to 
play, in as much as dialogue patterning is concerned. This is for the purpose of 
repressing exposure or to draw the audience attention to the characters’ attempt to 
represent or define them, or to claim authority disjointedly by moving from one 
method to another, each separated by a pause. This process may involve moving from 
an appeal, to persuasion, to insistence and pressurizing with warning or threats or 
even insults, as in The Homecoming.  It is noteworthy, that each character of this play 
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has been given more pauses at the beginning when they are introduced, which all fall 
within the speeches. Fewer are used to space dialogues between the characters, while 
silences and blackouts have been placed to mark change in the subject or before the 
introduction of personae within the play and also to mark the changes in the scenes. 
The placement of pauses or silence is also strategic in that at times it abandons 
coherence in favour of disjuncture, eroding the narrative process. Such anti narrative 
technique conforms to postmodern concept, yet it provides a positive enlargement to 
the temporally rapid thought process of growth and change. 
        In the memory plays, that are more concerned with spatial demarcation, Pinter 
deploys pauses and silences differently. This is for the purpose of isolating the 
narrative of the monologues or the dialogues, and also to separate the characters 
spatially for prevention of their interaction. In two significant memory plays 
Landscape and Silence; The monologues that run parallel to each other in Landscape 
where the lives of the two characters may be joined subtly in memory sketches 
ironically tend to separate them even more on the actual plane in the end. In Silence 
the segments of the three characters’ memories which are arranged as episodically 
contrapuntal, are separated as sections by silences, while the pauses appear only in 
the brief dialogic exchange in the crossover of the characters from one person’s space 
into another’s. As the memory counterpointing accelerates towards the end the 
number of silences increases and finally fall into the long silence of isolation or death. 
One of the important functions of Pinter’s silences and pauses is the creation of 
speech rhythm or musicality of his lyrical dialogue formation.  
        Counter to the Silences, can be placed the patterning of sound and language, 
which forms a major aspect of Pinter’s innovative dramaturgical process. The sounds 
include off stage sounds like a knock on the door or footsteps on the staircase (The 
Room); the crazy drumbeat (The Birthday Party); Talking voices downstairs, 
Electrolux machine running in the dark and rain water dripping in an overhanging 
bucket (The Caretaker); The cacophonic noise of cymbals, trombone and a piercing 
buzz (Hothouse); Voiceovers (The Mountain Language); and the Echo which Pinter 
significantly presents as a Character in Ashes to Ashes. Some of these sounds rob the 
victims of his earlier comedies of menace, of their sanity, whereas the calm and 
happy voiceovers are significantly symbolic of love conquering in silence over 
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extremely hostile situations of terror and victimization. In Ashes to Ashes the Echo is 
the resounding of truth in the collective human consciousness over the ages. 
        Pinter’s later plays of his political phase have been demonstrative of his 
political activism, where he sketches out various methods of application of 
discursive practices used to legitimate hegemonic power apparatuses. The discourse 
applied by various State Powers (whether by the totalitarian Nazis or decadently-
democratic oligarchies) are based mostly, in concepts of ‘misogyny’; which see 
totalitarian as a variety of phallic power; of ‘foundational purity’; which preaches a 
common heritage of Fascism and ideological purity, of the Religious God speaking 
through his agents, who seek to justify terrors of rape and torture and killings by 
“Soldiers of honour, Soldiers of God”(244, One for the Road, Plays 4)2; or the 
Utopian [American] Dream of reaching towards “cast iron peace”(293, Party Time, 
Plays 4) using ‘clenched fist power’ as a historical necessity, and to ‘feel pure’ for 
torturing and killing for the sake of “ keeping the world clean for democracy” (277, 
New World Order, Plays 4) 
        These plays can be categorized as Pinter’s satires of postmodern power 
structures and their interpellation, and a statement about intellectuals seen as posing 
grave threat to such state control and who (the power mongers decide) are to be 
liquidated. Using the technique of tightly compressed dialogue and image 
construction, Pinter was successful in striking an amalgamation of the private, public 
and the political, with a brilliant economy. His plays define features of the 
postmodern condition, where Order is precariously perched on a terrain which is 
susceptible to a subversion and implosion. 
         Last but not the least, Pinter’s technique of comic infusion in his plays cannot 
be ignored. In plays that are largely menacing and veiled in obscurity, comedy arises 
from the grotesquery build up by strategic distortions and dislocation and patterning 
through devices of theatrical artifice, rhyming and rhythmic duologues, ritualistic 
2Images of torture those are very similar to the Gulf War images of Al Gharib prison in Iraq. Also the 
‘purifying  jihadists’  of ISIS in Iraq and Boko Haram in Nigeria who see abduction of women, rape 
and killing as a part of their ‘Jihad’ , in the name of religious purity and purgation 
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repetitions, non sequiturs, anticlimax and oxymoron, extended tautological 
soliloquies, phatic speech and literal misplacement. 
        Through his carefully crafted technique of distortion and fusion, fragmentation 
and synthesis, using language and silences as well as modes of non verbal 
communication (with attention to detail) Pinter constructed his drama, forming 
‘bricolages’ of artistic masterpieces. In order to understand and appreciate his drama 
fully, one needs to avoid single perspective theoretical approaches, which can only 
partially illumine an oeuvre so various.  
        This effort therefore, has been to approach Pinter’s power grip on the realities of 
life and existence, from various directions. The study, in its entirety, will serve to 
throw a new light upon Pinter’s drama as a message and satire on human life in 
various situations. These may be ones; of dynamic power structures, psychoanalytical 
sketches of human living in contemporary era, and artistically constructed statements 
about existing power apparatuses and therefore on the postmodern condition. Pinter’s 
plays are demonstrative and presentational and posit a dismal foreshadowing through 
various pictures, which serve as a wakeup call for Humanity at large, in their 
‘showing’. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
266 
 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 
 
Primary Sources:  
Pinter, Harold. Complete Works 1. New York: Grove Press, 1990. 
Pinter, Harold. Complete Works 2. New York: Grove Press, 1990. 
Pinter, Harold. Complete Works 3. New York: Grove Press, 1990. 
Pinter, Harold. Complete Works 4. New York: Grove Press, 1990. 
Pinter, Harold. Plays 4. London: Faber and Faber, 2005.  
Pinter, Harold. The Hothouse. London: Faber and Faber, 2007. 
Pinter, Harold. London: Methuen, 1963. 
Pinter, Harold. Various Voices: Prose, Poetry, Politics, 1948-2005. London:        
Faber & Faber, 2005 
 
Secondary Sources:  
Almansi, Guido and Simon Henderson. Harold Pinter. London: Methuen, 1983.  
Anderson, Michael. ‘Anger’ and Detachment: A Study of Arden, Osborne, and 
Pinter.London: Pitman, 1976.  
Armstrong, Raymond.  Kafka and Pinter: Shadow-Boxing: the Struggle Between 
Father and Son.Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1999.  
Artaud, Antonin. The Theater and Its Double. Trans. Mary Caroline Richards. New 
York: Grove Press, 1958.  
Baker, William and Stephen Ely Tabachnick. Harold Pinter. Edinburgh: Oliver and 
Boyd, 1973.  
Batty, Mark. About Pinter: The Playwright and the Work. London: Faber, 2005.  
---------------.Writers and their Work: Harold Pinter. Tavistock: Northcote House, 
2001.  
Billington, Michael. Harold Pinter.London: Faber and Faber, 2007.  
Bloom, Harold. Ed. Harold Pinter. New York: Chelsea House, 1987.  
Bold, Alan. Ed. Harold Pinter: You Never Heard Such Silence. London: Vision Press, 
1984; Totowa, NJ: Barnes and Noble, 1985.  
267 
 
Burkman, Katherine H. and John L. Kundert-Gibbs. Eds. Pinter at Sixty. Bloomington 
andIndianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1993.  
Burkman, Katherine H. The Dramatic World of Harold Pinter: Its Basis in Ritual. 
Columbus,OH: University of Ohio Press, 1971.  
Cahn, Victor. Gender and Power in the Plays of Harold Pinter. New York: St. 
Martin’s Press, 1993.  
Carlson, Marvin. Theatre Semiotics: Signs of Life. Bloomington: Indiana University 
Press, 1990. 
Cave, Richard Allen. New British Drama in Performance on the London Stage: 1970–
1985. Gerrards Cross: Colin Smythe, 1987.  
Diamond, Elin. Pinter’s Comic Play. Lewisburg, PA: Bucknell University Press, 
1985.  
Dukore, Bernard F. Harold Pinter. London: Macmillan, 1982.  
----------------------. Where the Laughter Stops: Pinter’s Tragi-Comedy. Columbia, 
MO: University of Missouri Press, 1976.  
Dutton, Richard. Modern Tragicomedy and the British Tradition: Beckett, Pinter, 
Stoppard, Albee and Storey. Sussex: The Harvester Press, 1986. 
Elam, Keir, The Semiotics of Theatre and Drama. London: Routledge, 1973. 
Eliot, T S. Collected Poems 1909-1962. New Delhi, Rupa& Co., 1993. 
Elsom, John. Ed. Post-War British Theatre Criticism. London: Routledge & Kegan 
Paul, 1981.  
Esslin, Martin. Pinter: the Playwright. London: Methuen, 1992. Print.  
-----------------. The Theatre of the Absurd. London: Methuen, 2004.  
Fraser, Antonia. Must you go? : My Life With Harold Pinter. London: Weidenfeld & 
Nicolson, 2010.  
Gabbard, Lucina Paquet. The Dream Structure of Pinter’s Plays: A Psychoanalytic 
Approach. Cranbury, NJ, and London: Associated University Presses, 1976.  
Gale, Steven H. Harold Pinter: Critical Approaches. London: Associated University 
Presses, 1986.  
--------------------. Butter’s Going Up: A Critical Analysis of Harold Pinter’s Work. 
Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1977.  
--------------------. Ed. Critical Essays on Harold Pinter. Boston: G. K. Hall, 1990.  
268 
 
--------------------. Sharp Cut: Harold Pinter’s Screenplays and the Artistic 
Process.Lexington, KY: University Press of Kentucky, 2003.  
Ganz, Arthur. Ed. Harold Pinter: A Collection of Critical Essays.Englewood Cliffs, 
NJ:Prentice-Hall, 1972.  
Goodwin, John. Ed. Peter Hall’s Diaries. London: Hamish Hamilton, 1983. 
Gordon, Lois. Ed. Harold Pinter: A Casebook. New York and London: Garland 
Publishing, 1990; 2nd edition, New York and London: Routledge, 2001.  
-------------------. Stratagems to Uncover Nakedness: The Dramas of Harold Pinter. 
Columbia: University of Missouri Press, 1969.  
Grimes, Charles. Harold Pinter’s Politics: A Silence Beyond Echo. Teaneck: Fairleigh 
Dickinson Press, 2005.  
Gussow, Mel. Conversations with Pinter. New York: Proscenium, 1994.  
Hall, Ann C. ‘A Kind of Alaska’: Women in the Plays of O’Neill, Pinter and 
Shepard.Carbondale, IL: Southern Illinois University Press, 1993. 
Hall, Peter. Exposed by the Mask. London: Oberon, 2000.  
--------------. Making an Exhibition of Myself. London: Sinclair-Stevenson, 1993.  
Hayman, Ronald. Harold Pinter.London: Heinemann, 1980.  
Hinchliffe, Arnold P.  Harold Pinter. New York: Twayne Publishers, 1967.  
Hollis, James H. Harold Pinter: The Poetics of Silence. Carbondale, IL: Southern 
Illinois University Press, 1970.  
Innes, Christopher. Modern British Drama, 1890–1990. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1992.  
Jalote, Shri Ranjan. The Plays of Harold Pinter: A Study in Neurotic Anxiety. New 
Delhi: Harman, 1996.  
Kane, Leslie, Ed. The Art of Crime: The Plays and Films of Harold Pinter and David 
Mamet. London: Routledge, 2005.  
Kennedy, Andrew. Dramatic Dialogue: The Duologue of Personal Encounter. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009. 
............................. Six Dramatists in Search of a Language. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 2005.  
Klein, Joanne. Making Pictures: The Pinter Screenplays. Columbus: Ohio State 
University Press, 1985.  
269 
 
Knowles, Ronald. Understanding Harold Pinter. Columbia, SC: University of 
Southern Carolina Press, 1995.  
Kumar, Sanjay. Language as Stratagem in Pinter’s Plays. Jaipur: RBSA Publishers, 
2008 
Lahr, John. A Casebook on Harold Pinter’s ‘The Homecoming’. New York: Grove 
Press, 1971.  
Lyotard, Francois. The Postmodern Explained. Trans. Julian Pefanis and Morgan 
Thomas. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1993. 
Marowitz, Charles, Tom Milne and Owen Hale. Eds. The Encore Reader. London: 
Methuen, 1965.  
Merritt, Susan H. Pinter in Play: Critical Strategies and the Plays of Harold Pinter. 
Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1990.  
Misra, Chittaranjan. Silence and Silencing: A Study of Harold Pinter’s Plays. New 
Delhi: Manglam Publishers, 2011. 
Morrison, Kristin. Canters and Chronicles: The Use of Narrative in the Plays of 
Samuel Beckett and Harold Pinter. Chicago and London: University of Chicago 
Press, 1983. 
Pfister, Manfred. The Theory and Analysis of Drama.Trans. John Halliday. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991. 
Peacock, D. Keith. Harold Pinter and the New British Theatre. Westport: Greenwood 
Press, 1997.  
Prentice, Penelope. The Pinter Ethic: The Erotic Aesthetic. London and New York: 
Garland Publishing, 2000.  
Quigley, Austin E. The Pinter Problem. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 
1975.  
Regal, Martin S. Harold Pinter: A Question of Timing. Basingstoke: Macmillan, 
1995.  
Renton, Linda. Pinter and the Object of Desire: An Approach through the 
Screenplays. Oxford: Legenda, 2002.  
Sakellaridou, Elizabeth. Pinter’s Female Portraits: A Study of Female Characters in 
the Plays of Harold Pinter. Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1988.  
Schroll, Herman T. Harold Pinter: A Study of His Reputation (1958–69) and a 
Checklist. Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1971.  
Scolnicov, Hanna. The Experimental Plays of Harold Pinter. Newark: University of 
Delaware Press, 2012.  
270 
 
Scott, Michael. Ed. Harold Pinter: ‘The Birthday Party’, ‘The Caretaker’ and ‘The 
Homecoming’: A Casebook. Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1986.  
Silverstein, Marc. Harold Pinter and the Language of Cultural Power. London: 
Associated University Presses, 1993.  
Smith, Ian. Ed. Pinter in the Theatre. London: Nick Hern Books, 2005.  
Strunk, Volker. Harold Pinter: Towards a Poetics of his Plays. New York: P. Lang, 
1989.  
Sykes, Arlene. Harold Pinter. New York: Humanities Press, 1970.  
Thompson, David T. Pinter: the Player’s Playwright. New York: Schocken, 1985.  
Trussler, Simon. The Plays of Harold Pinter: An Assessment. London: Gollancz, 
1973.  
Watt, Stephen. Postmodern/ Drama: Reading the Contemporary Stage. Ann Arbor 
USA: The University of Michigan Press, 2001. 
Worth, Katharine. Revolutions in Modern English Drama. London: G. Bell and Sons, 
1972.  
Zarhy-Levo, Yael. The Making of Theatrical Reputations: Studies from the Modern 
London Theatre. Iowa City: University of Iowa Press, 2008.  
Zarhy-Levo, Yael. The Theatrical Critic as Cultural Agent: Constructing Pinter, 
Orton and Stoppard as Absurdist Playwrights. London: Peter Lang, 2001.  
271 
 
